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Extending the Challenge:

Working Toward a Common Body of Practice for Teachers

Concerned edwcators have always wrestled with issues of excellence
a-d professional development. It is argued, in the pager "A Common Body
of Practice for Teachers: The Challenge of Public Law 94-142 to Teacher
Education,"® that the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975

provides the necessary impetus for a concerted reexamination of teacher

. .-.- Mid 3,
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education. Further, it is argued that this reexamination should enhance im;ﬁ,é
the process of establishing a body of knowledge common to the members of
the teaching profession. The paper continues, t£en, by ohtlining clusters
of capabilities that may be included in the common body of knowledge.
These clusters of capabilities provide the basis for the following materials.
The materials are oriented toward assessment and development. First,
the various components, rating scales, self-assessments, sets of objectives,
and respective rationale and knowledge bases are designed to enable
teacher educators to asgess current practice relative to the knowledge,
skills, and commitments outlined in the aforementioned paper. The assess-
ment is conducted noE necessarily to determine the worthiness of a program
or practice, butrrathe¥ to reexamine current practice in order to articu-
late c¢ssential common elements of teacher education. In effect then, the
"enallenpe' paper and the ensuing waterials incite further discussion
regarding a common bedy of practice for teachers.
Socond and closely aligned to assessmént is the developmental per-
crpective offered by these materials.  The assessment process allows the

user to view current practice on a develo mental continuum. Therefore,

desired or morc appropriate practice 1s T adily identifiable. On another,

*Published by the American Association of Cdlleges for Teacher Education,
Washington, D.C., 1980 ($5.50). \
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perhaps more important dimension, the ''challenge" paper and these materials
focus discussion on preservice teacher education. In making decisions -
regarding a commen bedy of practice it is essential that specific
knowledge, skill and commitment be acquired at the preservice levei. It
15 also essential that other additional specific knowledge, skill, and
commitment be acquired as a teacher is inducted into the profession and
matures with years of experience. Differentiating among these levels of
professional development is paramount. These materials can be used in
forums in which focused discussion will explicate better the necessary
elements of preservice teacher education. This explication will then
allow more productive discourse on the necessary capabilities of beginning
teachers and the necessary capabilities cf experienced teachers. |

In brief, this work is an effort to capitalize on fhe creative
ferment of the teaching profession in striving toward excellence and
professionél development. The work is to be viewed as evolutionary and

formative. Contributions from our colleagues are heartily welcomed.



This paper presents one module in a series of resource materials

which are designed for use by teacher educators. The genesis of these

materials Is {n the ten "clusters of capabilities," outlined in the
paper, "A Common Body of Practice for Teachers: The Challenge of
Public Law 94-142 to Teacher Education,' which form the proposed core
of professional knowledge needed by professional teachers who will
practice in the woFld of tomorrow. The resource materials are to be
uscd by teacher educators to reexamine and enhance their current practice 4
in preparing classroom teachers to work competently and comfortably with
children who have a wide range of individual needs. Each module provides
further elaboration of a specified "cluster of capabilities' - in this
case, promoting constructive student-student relationships.

The reader may note that the format of this module deviates some-
what from-that of other modules in this series. Considerably less atten-
tion is devoted to a discussieon of the knowledge base of the subject mat-
ter with correspondingly greater attention devoted to specific ways of
promoting cooperative learning goals in the classroom. This change in
formntﬁwas considered beneficial to fully explicating what might otherwise
remain a somewhat abstract idea. References are made in the module to
other publications which more fully discuss the knowledge and research
base supporting the inclusion of this subject in the '"common body of

practice.” Reviews of resecarch are also appended to serve this end.
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OBJECTIVES FOR TEACHER EDUCATORS
Upon completion of this module you will be befter able fo instruct
education students in the content of this module <o that they:

1. Understand conceptually and operationally tlhie nature of cooperative
learning experiences.

2, Understand the reasons why.cooperative learning experiences are
important for successful mainstreaming of handicapped students
into the regular classroom.,

3. Know how to structure ins;ructional sessions copperatively.

4. Know the instructional outcomes best facilitated by the cooperative
goal structure.

5. Have personally experienced a variety of cooperative learning

r—————

situations.
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REASONARLE GBJECTIVES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

Students should have well-structured knowledge, practical skill, and

commitments to professiornal perfovmance in the following areas relating

to the systematic use of cooperative learning activities:

ll

&

Understanding conceptuallf and operationally the nature of
cooperative learning experiences.

Understanding the reasons why cooperative learning experienées

are importanf for successful mainstreaming of handicapped students
into the regular classroou.

Knocwing how to structure instructional sessions cooperatively.
‘Knowing the instructional outcomes facilitated by the use of

cooperative learning experiences.

Cc

1 oo
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Rating Scale for the Teacher Preparation Program

Check the level that best describas your preseat teacher education

program on the topic of cooperative -learning activities

1. Students in przparation for teaching do not know anything about the
advantages of cooperative over competitive and individualistic
instruction. They view the important forms of interaction as being
geacher~student and student-materials interaction.

2. Students in preparation for teachiﬁg have peen introduced to
strategies for cooperative instruction, but are mostly unaware of
the overall importance of constructive student-student interaction.

. Students have had specific training on how to structure coo;erative
learning activities, plus some exposure to the research literature
supporting the use of cooperative instruction, but lack systematic,
structur<d knowledge about cooperative learning and how to use it
effectively.

4. Students in preparation for teaching have had broad d;dactfc training
in how to use cooperative learning activities, buv practice is
sboradic. Majo; gﬁphasis, especially in practicums, goes to compe-~
titive and individualistic learning rather than cooperative learning.

5. Students in preparation for *eaching have clear knowledge and
practical skill in how to implement cooperative learning activities
in the classroom and understand the rationale as to why cooperation
is more éffective in most instances than is competitive and individ- -

ualistic instruction.
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. 2, Define compefitive learning:
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Self-Assessment

I’}

1. Define cooperative learning: . | -

L
. -

3. Define individualistic learning: -

i ) |
Given below are a list of ways students can interact with eéch other in the
classroom: Writ; #1" 4{n the spacc below if you think the interaction pattern
is best promoteé by a.cooperative goal structure, write "2" 1if you think the
interaction pattern is best promocéd by a competitive goal structure, and
write "3”Iif you think the {interaction pattern is best prémoted by an
individualistic goal structure.

4. Students tutor each other while working on a !nint assignment.

-5: Students work alone with thedr own set of materials ahd at their
own pace, without attending to what other students are doing.

6., Students attempt toO outperform each other.

7. Students encourage each cther to complete assignments.

8. Students discuss with each other the material to be learned.
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Given below are a list of potential outcomes from instructional situations.
Write "1" if the outcome is most likely to result from a couperative learning
structure, write "2" if the outcome 18 most likely to result from a competi-

tive learning structure, or write "3" if the outcome is most likely to result

from an individualistic learning structure, *

9. Maximal achievement by high, medium, and low ability students.

18. Mastery and use of high level cognitivef;easoning.strategies.

r__v__ll. Liking for peérs. inc#uding peers'fgom different ethnic groups,
ability levels, and social class Eackgroqnd.

12, High sglffeSCeem bas;d on a unconditional acceptance of :oneself.

13, Mastery of the interperscnél and group skills needed to interact

effectively with other people._

G

-14. Circle the letters indicating the essential components of a cooperative
goal stiucture: | Y

a. criteria-referenced evaluétion system

b. individual learning goai

c¢. norm~-referenced evaluation system

d. group learning goal

e, rewarding students on the basis of individual

f. rewarding students on the basis of group

-
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15. Circle the letters indicating the essential compoents of a competitive
goal structuré:
a. criteria-reférenced evaluaticn system
b. individusi learning goal- B .
c. norp-referenced evaluation system
d. groﬁp léarning goal
e. -rewarding students on the basis of individusl performance
f. rewarding students on the basis of group performance
“16. Ciiclé the lettersxindicating'the essentlal components of an individ-
{ uélisticugoal structure:
a. criteri;-reﬁefenced evluation system
" b. individual %earning goal
c. 'ndrm;reférgﬁ?ed\évaluation gystem
d. grouﬂ‘féé:ning goal

e. rewarding~étudents'on the basis of individual performance

f. rewarding students on the basis of group perforﬁance

Circle the letter indicating corréSponding to the correct answer.
17. Social isolates are more often integrated into classroom friendship circles
a. under individualistic conditions

b. under cooperative conditions

c¢. under competitive conditions

d. none o2f the above

1z

- e o —r—rar
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18.

19.

20,

21,

Handicapped students being mainstreamed into the regular classroom

are

more accepted into peer friendship circles

under individualistic conditions .

under: cooperative conditions

unde: competitive conditions

none of the ab;ve ’

purpose of a goal.structugz is to

make teaching easier ﬁ '
help teachers establish good rapport with students

create positive, negativ?. or no interdependence among students
give students a variety of ways to learn

two basic objectives for any cooperative learning group are:
goal maintenance

goal achievement

relationship maintenance

relationship achievement

1 4

Effective small group leadership dep.nds on:

-

b.

the brighteat student being appointed the leader
keeping students on task, regardléss of how effectively they can
. , ,

work with .each other

. L e
maintaining effective work relationships, regardlass.cf how mucn
learning takes place . /
£lexible behavior on the part of all members aimed at providing the

actions necessary to maximize th:e learning of all group members and

helping students work effectively with each other

14
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23,

Effective group leadership depends on: (identify three)

a.

b.

Attitude

flexible behavior

the ability to diagnose what“actions are needed at a particular
time for the group to function most effectively

being the largest and physically strongest person in the group

the ability to fulfill the needed behaviors or to zet other members

to do them

The aSility to motivate ''he group members to do what you want them to
Not offending anyone in the group

most essantial aspect of mainstreaming is to:

maximize the achievement of handicapped students

integrate handicapped students into constructive relationships

with nonhandicapped peers

end the labelling and classifying of students

force parent involvement in the education of handicapped students

Circle the number that most closely represents your attitude.

24,

25,

Strongly : Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree

I don't like to see
students working with

each other to complete

class assignments. 1 2 3 4 5
I like tc see which 5
student is the smartest. 1 2 3 4
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Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree

26, 1 like to see studeuts
helping each other learn. 1 2 3 4 5

27. Students do betteyr work
when they work alone. 1 2 3 4 5

28, Students do better work
when they work together
in small groups. { : 1 2 3 4 5

29, I like to see students
competing to see who is
best. 1 2 3 4 5

1o
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Attitudes Toward Cooperative, Oé:petitive, And Individualistic
Learning Activities

Name School

In responding to the items below, indicate how you feel generallv about each
statement. Circle the number that most accurately describes how you
generally feel about the statement.

L = Never 2 = Seldom 3 = Some of the time &4 = Most of the time 5 = Always

l. In my classes I like students to work by themselves. l==2==3==4=-5
2. In nv classes I like students to take the initiative

to help each other with their assignments. le=2==3-=4-=5
3. In my classes I like students to share their answers

with each other. l==2-=3==j==5
4., In my classes I like to motivate the students to try

to get the best grade. 1-=2-=3-=4--5
5. In my classes I like o seats arranged so that students

are not annoyed by each other. l==2==3-=4--5
6. Tn my classes I like the smarter students to know they

are doing well compared to their peers. l==2==3-=4-=5
7. In my classes I encourage students to finish their work

before their classmates. 1==2-=3-=4--5
8. In my classes I evaluate students on the basis of the

performance of their work groups. l==2-=3-=4-=5
9. In my classes I like students to work in teams. l-=2-=3--4--5
10, In my classes I encourage students to do their best

to meet a preset criteria of excellence. 1-=2--3--4--5

16
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11. In my classes I encourage students to work alone. l-=2--3==4--5
12. In my classes I grade on a "cﬁrve." l=w2ew-3==f=--5

Cooperative Competitive Individualistic

2. 4 L.

3. 6. 5.

8. 7. 1o,

. 2, 11.

___ Total ___Total _____ Total

Place each number you circled in the spaces above and total each column.
This provides you with a rough idea of your attitudes toward the use of
cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning activities in your

classes.

1y
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INSTRUCTIONAL SESSIONS

The rest of this unit consists of six individual sessions that may

be conducted with preservice education students. The sessions are:

1.

The nature and definition of cooperatively structured instruction.

In this session the students participate in a brief cooperative,
competitive, and individualistic learning experience; listen

to a lecture on the definitions of the three types of learning
situations; and discuss their reactions.

The necessity of using cooperatlve learning situations to facilitate

ships with nonhandicapped peers in the regular classroom. In this

session students listen to a lecture on mainstreaming and the
structure of learning situations when both handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students are present.

The procedures used in conducting cooperative learning situations.

In this session students will pafticipate in a model cooperative
to

lesson and listenla description of the specific steps involved

in structuring a learning activity cooperatively.

The planning of a cooperative learning situation. This session

focuses on having students take a lesson they plan to teach and
structure it so tuat students work cooperatively.

The research support for the use of cooperative learning procedures.

In this session students will discuss the instructional outcume.,
that research suggests will result from cooperative learning

activities.,

L

e



Johnson & Johnson -16-

6. A summary of what students have learned. This session provides

for students to discuss what they have learned and corncluded
from their reading and from the class sessions.

Thére is a basic format for each session:

1. Objectives for the session.

2. An introduction to precue and create an anticipatory set.

3. A pretest that helps students to understénd what they are expected
to learn from the session.

4. A simulation or micro-lesson to give students a concrete reality
referent to discuss.

5. A lecture on the information and procedures on which thg lesson
focuses.

6. A group discussion to integrate students' eaperiences, reading
assignments, lecture content, and reactions.

7. A summary that points the way to the qext session and integrates

the session into the entire unit.

19
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Session 1: What Is Cooperative Learning?

f‘:
Objectives

The otjectives of this session are to: -
1. Introduce the unit.’
2. Define conceptually and operationally cooperative, cr-petitive,

and individualistic learning situations.

Reading Assignment

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. Learning together and alone: Cooperation,

competition, and individualization. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentuice~

Hall, 1975. Chapters 1 and 3.

<()
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Introduction

Beliefs about the impact of teacher-student and student-materials
interaction are as prevalent in our educational system as ‘concerns gboﬁt
reading, writing, and arithmethic. Some of the truisms commonly heard are:

"If the teacher loves the student, the student will learn."

"If the materials are well organized, student achievement will g- up."

"If you want to raise students' performance on standarcized math

tests, use math series."

"If the students don't learn, the teacher is probably incompetent."

Sound familiar? Are these beliefs that educators you know hold? Both
the teacher's instructional role ;nd the nature of curriculum materials have
received a great deal nf attention in instchtional theory. There has been
extensive attention in teacher preservice and inservice on the interactions
between students and curriculum materials and, more recently, attention has
been focused on the interaction between students and the teacher. These, however,
are not the most important forms of interaction within instruction situations.
The form of interaction that most influences students' performance in instruc-
tional situations is student-student interaction. And the purpose of this
module is to examine carefully the impact of interaction among students on
achievement, cognitive development, and social development.

How students interact with each other depends primarily on the type of goal
interdependence existing in the situation. Teachers, instructors, and
professors can structure student learning goals so that students collaborate
and help each other learn, compete to see who can achieve the most, and work

alone striving to achieve a set criteria of excellence. By strug}uring

>
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student leafning goals cooperatively, competitively, or individualically,
teachers control whether students are positively interdependent with each
other, negatively interdependent, or independent during the instructional
activities. Technically, cooperative interdependence is based on a positive
currelatiop among goal attainments, competitive interdependence is based on
a negative correlation .mong goal attainments, and individualistic efforts
are based on an absence of any corfelation among goal attainme..ts (Johnson &
Johnson, 1975).

The way in which educators structure student learning goals determines

how students interact with each other. Student interaction patterns are a

major determinant of the cognitive and affective outcomes of instructionm.

There is a great déal of research that indicates if student-student inter-
action is structured carefully and appropriately students learn much more

and feel more positive about the subject matter, each other, and themselves.
This research covers a wide range of age levels and subject areas and has

been available for some time. Why is it then, that appropriately structuring
learning goals'to affect student-student interaction is not an established

part of a teacher's training? Why has this powerful claseroom strategy been
neglected while student-materials and teacher-student interaction have been
emphasized? There is not a clear answer to these questions, but the discrepancy
between what we know and what Ve do can be corrected. It is not difficult to
prepare educators to select the appropriate goal structure for an instructional
activity, implement it so that a certain student~student interaction pattern

is achieved, and then instruct students in tlLe social skills they need to

interact appropriately and effectively with each other. It is time we did so.

22
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Tip 1
Educators tend to emphasize materials-student and teacher-student interaction
while ignoring student-student interaction. Examine two or three current
educational psychology and feaching methods texts and determine how much
emphasis is being placed on student-student interaction to promote.achievement

and cognitive and social development.

- e S T S S S S S T I T A T T e 0 T U o -— —— ——— - — o ——

23
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1.

2,

Studeht Pretest
Randomly place students in pairs.’
Give the pretest, instructing students to:
a. Discuss each question as a pair.

-

. Arrive at one answer to each question.

c. Make sure both members o} the pair agree on each answer and
understand the rationale behind the answer.

Have the pairs combine into groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all members of the group agree on the answers.

Circle the letters indicating the essential compohents of a cooperative
goal structure:

a. Criteria-referenced evaluation system.

b. Individual learning goal.

c. Nom-referenced evaluation system.

d. Group learning goal.

e. Rewarding students on the basis of individual perforpance.

f. Rewarding students on the basis of group performance.
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2. Circle the letters indicating the essential components of a competitiQe
) l | goal structure:
a. Criteria-referenced evaluation system.
b. 1Individual learning goal.
c. Norm-referenced evaluation system.
d. Group learningﬁgoai.
e. Rewafding students on the basis of individual performance.
f. . Rewarding students on the basis of group performance.
3. Circle the letters indicating the essential components of an individ-
ualiséic goal structure:-
a. C;iteria-referenced gvaluation system.
b. Individual learning goal.
c. N;rm-referenced evalugﬁjon system.
d. Group learning goal.
e. Rewarding students on thé€ basis of individual performance.
f. Rewarding stgdents on the basis of group performance.
4. Given below is a list of ways students can interact with each other
in the classroom.- Indicate below whether you think the interaction

pattern is best promoted by a cooperative (1), competitive (2), or

individualistic (3) goal structure.

20
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h.//xcdntinued)

___Students tutor each other while working on a joint assignment.
____Students work alone with their own set of materials and at their
own pace, without attending to what other studénts are doing.

____St?dents attempt Fo oupperform each other.

_____Sgﬁdents encourage each other.to compléte assignments.
Students discuss with each other the material to be learned.

____Students attemot to hide information from éach other so that
_plassmates will get lower scores on the tests. ' *

5. Sue and Bob are pré-med students-apd are laboratory partners in a
chemistry clas’s in which grading is done ép the "curve." Sue knows that
only those with the highest gradeé will be admitted to medical school.
When Bob asks her.for help in writing up his experiments, éhe refuses
because it would tend to ééualize their gradés. This is an example of
which kind of learning?

a. Cooperative.

b. Competitive.

c. Individualistic.
d. All of the above.

6. A group of first aid students are given a task in which they are to
rank order from first to last the steps in cardio-pulmonary resuscitation.
They must reach a decision by.consensus (i.e., all must agree on the
final ranking). Evaluvation of each student is based on the accuracy
of the group's rankiﬁg. This is an example of which kind of learning?

a. Cooperative.

b. Competitive. -
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6.

(continued) .~

<, Individualistic.

d. All of the above.’ ) . o/
A swimming class is told that in order to pass the coﬁrse each student
must.be able to petférm:a; a certain competence level (i.e., swim four
laps in.a certain amoﬁdt of time, tread water'for 60 secouds, and so
forth). This is exémple of what kind of learning?

a. C;operative

b. Competitive,

c. Individualistic,

d. All of the above.
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Operational Definitions Of The f?ree Goal Structures

1. The objective of this lesson islto provide students_with both a conceptual
and an operational definition of cooperative, competitive, and individual-
istic learning situations.

2. Randomly assign students to groups of three.

3. Conduct a competitive learning experience by doing the following.

a. State that the members of each triad are to compete to see who is
best in identifying how many squares are in a cgrtain geometric
figure. The criteria for winning is simply to identify more correct
squares than the other two triad members. Ask the students to turn
their "squares figure" right side up, and tell them to begin.

b. At the end of three or four minutes instruct the students to
stop. Then ask them to determine who is the winner of each triad,
ask the winners to stand, and then have everyone applaud.

c. Tell students to turn away from the triad and, working by themselves,
write down (a) how did they feel during the competition and (b) what
did they notice during the competition. Give students another three
or four minutes to do this.

4. Conduct an individualistic learning experience by doing the following.

a. State that students are to work individualistically to find as many
two—~sided figures in a geometric figure as they can. All students
who find 95 percent of the biangles will receive an "A," all those
who find 90 percent will receive a '"B," and all those who find only
85 percent will receive a "'C." Tell the students to turﬁ their

"piangles figure' right side up and begin.

Q 25
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4.

5.

b.

At the end of three or four minutes ask the participants to stop.

Then announce that there are ten biangles in the figure. Ask the

"students to work by themselves to answer the questions: (a) how

did you feel and (b) what did you notice. Give participants another

three or four minutes to do so.

Conauvct a cooperative learning experience by doing the following: -

a.

Y

State that students are to reform their triads and work as a group

to identify as many triangles within a geometric figure as they can,
making sure that all members of their triad can correctly identify

all triangels. The members of each triad should sign the group's
paper when they are finished to note their agreement with the group's
answer. All members of the groups finding 95 percent of the trilangles
will receive an "A,'" all members of the groups finding 90 percent of

" and all members of the groups

the triangles will receive a "B,
finding 85 percent of the triangles will receive a 'C.'" Tell the
students to turn their "triangles figure'" right side up and begin.

At the end of eight or nine minutes tell the students to stop. Inform
them that there are 18 triangles in the figure. Then ask them to turn
away from their triad and working by themselves write down: (a) how

they feel and (b) what did they notice during the cooperative

instruction. Give students three or four minutes to do this.

Insiruct the students to share their reactions to the three types of

learning situations with the other members of their triad. Give them

around ten or twelve minutes to do so. Then sample the reactions of the

triad in a whole class discussion of the students' reactions. Ask the

students to make conclusions concerning the classes reactions to the three

instructional experiences.
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7. Review with the entire class the conceptual definitions of the three goal
structures. Then add the following operational definitions:

a. Competitive: set an individual goal (to dec better than the other
students), use a norm-referenced evaluation system, and reward
winners.

b. Individualistic; set an individual goal (to do as well as one can),
use a criteria-referenced evaluation system, and reward each student
on the basis of how his or her performance compares to the preset
criteria of excellence.

c. Cooperative: set a group goal (for all group members to master the
material at as high-a level as possible), uge a criteria-referenced
evaluation system, and reward each student on the basis of how his
or her group's performance compares to the preset criteria of excellence.

8. .Dis§uss with the.entire class:

a. What student-student interaction patterns were present in each type
of learning situation?

b. What cognitive and affective outcomes resulted from the interaction

patterns?

Lo
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_How did I feel?

What did I notice?
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How did I feel?

What did I notice?

3
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How did I feel?

What did I notice?
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Conceptual Definitions of Cooperative, Competitive, and
Individualistic Learning Situations

The basic premise of this unit is that the way in which teachers
structure student learning goals determines how students interact with
each other, and that the student-student interaction patterns largely
determine the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction. In every
lesson, the teacher structures the way in which students interact with
each other as they pursue their learning goals. Teachers may structure
studént learning goals so that students are in a win-lose struggle to
see who is best (gpmpetition or negative goal interdependence), so that
sfudents work individualistically on their own independent from their
peers (individualistic or no goal interdependence), or so that students
work in pairs or small groups to complete the assignments and help each
other master the assigned material (cooperation or positive goal inter-
dependence). It is the student-studen’ interaction pat:terns promoted
by the three goal structure instructional outcomes. The purpose of this
session 1s to provide clear operational and conceptual definitions of

NJthe three goal structures.

Competition among students is created by a negative goal interdependence

where students perceive that they can obtain their learning goals if and
only if the other students with whom they are competitively linked fail

to achieve their goals. To structure competition a teacher sets 4individual
goals, uses a norm-referenced evaluation system, and rewards winners.
Students are instructed to try to work faster and more accurately than
their classmates, are placed in rank-order in terms of their achievement,

and the winners are rewarded. Competition pits students against each
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other so that everytime one student studies hard, the other students may

suffer througih lower grades.

Individualistic work by students is created by structuring no goal

interdgpendence where students perceive that the achievement of their
iroarning goals is unrelated to, and independent from, the goal achievement
of othey students. Students are instructei to work on th?ir own, with
their own set of materials and at their own pace, without interacting

with the other students, and .striving to reach a preset critieria of
excellence. If one student masters the assigned material it has no effect
whatsoeve; on the learning of other students. In other words, to stfucture
a learning situation individualistically, a teacher sats individual goals,
uses a criteria-referen:ed evaluation system, and rewards students on

the basis of how their work compares with the preset criteria of excellence.

Cooperation among students 1s created by a positive goal interdependence

imong students where each student perceives that he or she can obtain his or
learning goal if and only if the other students with whom he or she is coopera-
tively linked achieve their learning goals. To structure |3 learning situa-
tion cooperatively, a teacher sets group goals, uses a criteria-referenced
evaluation system, and rewards students on the basis of how their group
product compares with the preset criteria of excellence. Cooperation
places students within a peer support system so that everytime one student
studies hard, the other students will benefit through higher grades.

Recent tradition in schools encourages interpersonal competition
in which students are expected to outperform their peers. When a child
enters school, there is great concern whether his or her performance is

equal to or better than *.at of other children in the class. To know
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more than others is taken as a sign that one is better, more intelligent,
superior, and a betﬁer person; and being more knowledgeable is prized.
Constantly encouraging students to outperform their peers has had considerable
socializing effect, as indicated by the facts ;hat American children are
more competitive than are children from other countries and become more
competitive the longer they are in school or the older they become (Johnson
& Johnson, 1975, 1978). Not only do most students ﬁerceive school as
a competitive enterprise, but researchers have found that American students
so seldom cooperate spontaneously that it appears that the environment
provided for students is barren of experiences that would sensitize them
to the possibility of cooperation.

Individualistic instruction, where students work alone with their
own set of materials toward their own learning goals, has been presentedl
as an alternative to competition and implemented widely in the past ten
or twelve years. Yet it seems to contribute to student loneliness and
alienation and to have an adverse effect on socialization and healthy
social and cognitive development.

Although clu§tering students together to work on an assignment is
not uncommon, cooperatfoﬁ, where students see themselves in a '"'sink or
swim together' relationship, is the. least used of <he three goallstructures.
Cooperation is not having students sit close together, each doing their
own work but calking with one another. Nor is cooperation a situation
where one student does all the work for the group while three others go
along for a free ride. Cooperation is :ot having students share materials
or equipment before they take a competitive test. Cooperative interdepen-
dence means that the students perceive their success to be dependent on

36

&



Johnson & Johnson =34~

the efforts of all the members of their group so that their group product
is evaluated against a presé£ criteria of excellence and all members of
the group must master the assigned material.
In the ideal classroom all three goal structures are used in an integrated
way. All students learn to work cooperatively with thei. peers, to compete
for fun and enjoyment, and to work autonomously on their own. Most of
the time, however, students would work cooperatively on instructional
tasks, as it is cooperation that is most facilitative of several desired

instructional outcomes.
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/ Group Discussion -

1. Instruct studeiits to form into groups of four.

2. Students are to develop a set of conclﬁsions-from their experiencing
the three goal structures, their reading, the lecture, and their past
experiences with cooperative, compet.itive, and individualistic learning.
There should be one list of conclusions from the group, all members
must agree with the~conelusions,'an&-each~member'ﬁust'bE“abie'tO“describe-'“““~“MM“~
the group's rationale for the conclusion.

3. Sample the conclusions found oy small groups, perhaps by Having each

group state their first one or two conclusions.

Summary
It is now somewhat clear as the the nature of cooperative learning
experiences and how they differ from competitive and individualistic ones.
In the next session the relationship between cooperative learning and
successful mainstreaming (as well as ethnic integration) will be discussed.
We will then focus on how a teacher structures a cooperatiye learning

experience.
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Session 2:
What is the relationship between student—student interaction patterns

and mainstreaming handicapped students into regular cldassrooms?

Objectives

1. Provide students with the rationale for carefully structuring the

interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped student: cooperatively.

2. Require students to speculate as to what the specific, collaborative roles
of the regular teacher, the special education teacher and the principal are

in structuring effective mainstreaming.

Reauing Assignment
1. Johnson, R. T. and D. W. Johnson, The Social Integration of Handicapped

Students into the Mainstream. In M. Reynolds (Ed.), Social Environment of

the"Schools. Reston Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1980, 9-38.

Reprint in Appendix B.

Introduction
Session 1 dealt with the definitions of the student—studeng interaction
patterns: Cooperative, Competitive and Individualistic learning. This session
deals with the mainstreaming of handicapped rftudents into the regular classroom
setting and the kind of interaction between students and between school staff

which promotes successful mainstreaming.
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Student Pretest

1. Randomly place students in pairs.

2. Give the pretest, instructing students to:

3.

b.

T T EEPIPTERIRY R

Discuss each question as a pair.
Arrive at one answer to each question.
Make -sure-both members-of the - pair agrée on each answer and

understand the rationale behind the answer.

3. Have, the pairs combine into groups of four and repeat the procedure,

déciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all members of the group agree on the answers.

Circle the letter of the most correct answer.

1. Mainstreaming refers to:

a.

e,

The preparation of an Individualized Educational Plan for each
hand.capped student.

Effective communicatien between school staff and parents of
handicapped students.

A careful plan for when handicapped s:udents should be in the
regular classroom ;ettiné.

Gi&ing handic pped students access to and constructive interaction

with their nonhandicapped peers.

All of the above.

2. Handicapped students being mainstreamed are better off:

a.

Under individualistic conditions.

10
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2. (continued)
b. Under cooperative conditions.
c. Under competitive conditions.
d. Nocne of the above.
3. The most important aspect of mainstreaming is to:
a. Maximize the achievement of handicapped students.
b. End the labeling and classifying of students.
c. Integrate handicapped students into constructi;e relationships
with nonhandicapped peers.
d. Force parent involvement in the education of handicapped students

through the use of the I.E.P.
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Mainstreaming and Cooperative Grouping

Mainstreaming begins when a handicapped student walks into the regular
classroom and faces his or her new classmates for the first time. While
the handicapped childAmay feel apprehensive and afraid, the nonhandicapped
children may be experiencing discomfort and uncertainty. There is strain
on both sides and no guarantee that the students will feel any more comfortable
with each other as time passes. Mainstreaming carries the risk of making
relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped students worse as well
as better. It is the way in which the teacher structures student-student
interaction during instruction that makes the difference.

If the inclusion of handicapped students in mainstream classrooms is
to provide constructive experiences for them, their nonhandicapped peers,
and the classroom teachers, then teachers .need to understand the ef_ects
of student to student interaction on students' acceptance of differences
and their appreciation of heterogeneity. The following session is designed
so that you have a clear-understanding of the relationship between
appropriate student/student interaction and mainstreaming, and also have
a session which could be included in relevant courses that you teach or
have influence over. The session deals with some perceptions that reflect
the research around student-student interaction and mainstreaming inter-
spersed with suggested triads for students to become involved with the
concepts. It shquld be noted that the theme of the session deais with
building a classroom climate for acceptance of differences and i. relevant
to integrating students with different ethnic backgrounds, males and females,

and isolated students into the mainstream as well as the integration of

handicapped students. The session begins with a brief definition of
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mainstreaming which is followed by a series of perceptions that reflect
the research around student-student interaction and mainstreaming.
Interspersed are a couple of discussion exercises designed to use with
students: the first encouraging students to provide themselves with a
real image of a handicapped student to focus on during the session and
the second asking students to deliberuce on the roles of the special
education teacher, the regular education teacher and the school principal
as they collaborate to affect appropriate mainstreaming strategies.

There is a short monograph in Appendix B which gives background
theory, some data and some explanation to the perceptions éummarized in
the session. This material could effectively be used as homework reading
for the student or background reading for you in presenting the session.

The following material is designed for use as lecture and discussion.

What Is Mainstreaming?

For mainstreaming to be effective, what mainstreaming is needs to be
understood. Although the goals established for handicapped children in
mainstream environments encompass both academic and social/personal
objectives, mainstream placements are successful only to the extent that
handicapped students are integrated into constructive relationships with

nonhandicapped peers. Mainstreaming may be defined as the provision of

an appropriate educational opportunity for all handicapped students in
the lease restrictive environment, based on individualized educational
plans, with procedural safeguards and parent involvement, and aimed at

providing handicapped students with access to and constructive interactions

with non-handicapped peers.
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While all parts of the mainstreaming definition are important, the
bottom line of the mainstreaming concept deals with constructive inter-

action betweeu handicapped and nonhandicapped students. N

What Is the Value in Mainstreaming?

For some years now, moré and more students have been labeled handi-
capped, removed from regular classrooms for ﬁore and more reasons and placed
in special classrooms for Special.help. Concern for these students who
were growing up outside of their peer group grew until a law was passed
encouraging mainstreaming the students back into the regular classroom
where feasible. Why is there concern for students learning in special
classes?

One of the more important reasons is the recognition of the importance
for handicapped students of relationships with nonhandicapped peers. It
is nonhandicapped peers who provide handicapped children and adolescents
with entry into the normal life experiences of their age groups, such as
being invited to birthday parties, going to dances, taking buses, going
to movies, shopping, knowing what to wear, what words are "in'", what songs
are popular and dating. Experiences with a variety‘qf peers 1s not a super-
ficial luxury to be enjoyed by some students and not by others. Constructive
peer relationships are not only an absolute necessity for maximal achieve-
ment and healthy social and cognitive development but, also they may be the
primary relationships within which development and socialization take place.
Handicapped students especially need access to highly motivated and
appropriately behaving peers.

On the other hand, nonhandicapped students can obtain many important
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life experiences through building and maintaining relationships with handi-

capped peers (Johnson & Johnson, 1980). 1In our research, for example,

we have found that when nonhandicapped students collaborate with handicapped

" peers on instructional tasks, the result is increased empathy, altruism,
and ability to view situations from a variety of perspectives. Mainstreaming
is not something you do for a few étudents with handicaps but, :ather,
something you do for all students. The instructional procedures needed for
mainstreaming also benefit the shy student sitting in the back of the,
classroom, the overaggressive student who seeks acceptance through negative
behaviors, the bright but socially inept student, and the average student
who does his or her work and often escapes the notice of the teacher. All
students need to be ‘ntegrated into the classroom life with each other and
even the most well-adjusted and hard-working students benefit from main-
streaming when it is conducted with competence. Mainstreaming is a current,
good reason to build a classroom atmosphere which enwourages acceptance
of differences and highlights the positive potential of heterogeneous

interactions for students.

How Do Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Students Interact?

The central question in mainstreaming deals with the kind of inter-
actions which develop between handicapped and nonhandicapped students
after mainstreaming occurs. At this point in the session it would be
helpful to think about a real student so that a 'reality referent' is
established. One way of doing this is to set up a short discussion with
the use of the "focus trio':

1) Divide the participants up into groups of three preferably in a
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way to generate random groups such as counting off.

2) Expléin that in the trios each person will have two minutes to
describe for the group a student they went to school with or
that they have taught who had a handicap or a stigmatized
difference of some kind, and their perception of how the other
students interacted with that person.

3) The rules for a focus trio are that the focus remains with one
person for the two minutes with the other triad members able to
ask clarifying questions But not allowed to take the focus away
by using such phrasés as "Thaf reminds me of the time I... ox
"That student sounds like one I taught who..."

At the end of about six minutes of discussion, each participant will have
three gxamples of students that were in need of mainstraming, their own and
the examples provided by the other members of their triad. You may want to
ask for one or two students to share their examples with everyone to further
focus the group.

Mainstreaming begins with placing handicapped and nonhandicapped
students in the same classroom. Placing students in physical proximity
wi’‘li each other does not mean, however, that the needed supportive and
accepting relationships will develop. Contact is.a necessary condition
for integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped students into constructive
relationships, but it is not a sufficient condition. Physical proximity of
handicapped and nonhandicapped students can result in increased prejudice,
stereotyping, and rejecting, or it can result in accepting, supportive,
and caring relationships (Johason & Johnson, 1980). Which of these alternatives

occurs depends ca how teachers structure student-student interactious.
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At this point, it may be necessary to review the definitions of

the three different goal structures. One way of doing this and
gétting some participant involvement is to have the triads formed
earlier in the session review the definitions with each other from
their notes and turn in as a group a brief two sentence definition
for each goal structure that each group member couid agree with
and explain if called upon to do so. If time allows, it would also
be effective to have the trios ponder the.effects of each goal

on the mainstreamed, handicapped student. An alternative to the
triad is to briefly review the definitions yourself using the
following mate:ial.

In a cooperative learning situation, the teacher established a group

goal and a criterion-referenced evaluation system, then group members are
rewarded on the basis of their group performance. Thus, a teacher may
assign students to small groups (each containing at 1eaét one handicapped
student), give them a set of math problems to solve, instruct them to
reach agreement as a group ou the correct answer for each problem and to
make sure that every group member can solve every problem and detail the
criteria of excellence which will be used to evaluate the group's work.

In a competitive learning situation the teacher established an

individual goal and a norm-referenced evaluation system, then students
are rewarded on the basis of how their work compares with the work of
their classmates. Thus, a teacher gives students a set of math problems
to solve, instructs them to try to outperform their classmates by solving
more problems quicker, and rewards the winning students.

In an individualistic learning situation the teacher establishes
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an individual goal, a criterion-referenced evaluation system, and rewards
students strictly on the basis of their individual performances. Thus, a
teacher may’ give each student a set of math problems, instruct students
to work alone without bothering other students and to complete as many
problems as they can, and detail the criteria of excellence used to
evaluate each student's independent work;

Each of these interaction patterns ot only promotes different lLinds
of interactions between students,but each nas a very different effect omn
acceptance of differences and mainstreaming (Johnson & Johnson, 1980).
Cooperative learning experiences, compared with competitive and indivi-
dualistic ones, result in more positive student-student relationships
which are characterized by mutual liking, positive attitudes toward
one another, mutual concern, friendships, attentiveness, mutual feelings
of obligation, support and acceptance, and desire to win each other's
respect. These findings hold regardless of the ethnic, social class, and
ability characteristics of students. Furthermore, cooperative learning
experiences promote more positive attitudes toward teachers, principals,
and other school personnel than do competitive and individualistic attitudes.

Cooperative learning experiences promote the greater valuing of
diversity among peers than do competitive and individualistic learnipg
experiences. The valuing of diversity depends on interactions occurring
within a cooperative context, students facilitating each other's achievenment,
and students feeling supported and accepted. Interactions like these lead
to differentlated, tentative, and realistic views of other students,
liking for other students, and expectations for enjoyable and rewarding

interactions with them. In contrast, competitive and individualistic
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situations p~omote either obstructing or ignoring the efforts of classmates
to achieve goals and, therefore, lead to simplistic, fixed, and stereotyped
views of classmates, dislike or rejection, and expectations for distasteful
and unpleasant interactiomns.

In essence, cooperation is the only way of structuring instruction
that is consistent with the intent of mainstreaming. It does not make
sense to mainstream handicapped students into the regular classroom and
then have them compete with the other students. That does not tend to
build acceptance of differences, but ‘is more likely to produce increased
stereotyping and discrimination. It is equally foc 'sh to mainstream
handicapped students into the regular classfoom and have them work indivi-
dualistically, where they can be seen by nonhandicapped students, but
never integrated. This often creates the '"zo0 effect" of "see the handi-
capped kid" or equally bad, handicapped students may be ignored or treated
with the paternalistic care one reserves for a pet. The dynamics of the
heterogeneous, cooperative groups not only provides constructive interaction
between students, but more importantly provides a positive situation for
students to go beyond stigmatized differences and form more complete
impressions of who each other are. It is getting beyond the handicap to
the person that is vital to successful mainstregming. It is not unusual
in our research, when we ask for sociouetric choices in cooperative settings,
to find that low-achieving, learning disabled students are selected as
often as bright students as group members. When we ask students about
their choices, they often respond that they know the celected student
is not very good in math, or other subcct matter, "but he hus a mnice sense

of humor," or 'she watches the clock and keeps us on time," or 'he has a
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gerbil at home and so do I." The students, given the chance, tend to go

beyond the ability that the school values so highly to who the students

are as people. It is cooperaiion that promotes the 'supportive, accepting,

and caring relationshios'that are the essence of successful mainstreaming.

It needs to be no:ed that there is nothing "magical" about cooperative

interaction. The research on acceptance of differences and other learning

outcomes summarized in Seésion 4 is predominantly comparative and only

’

says that cooperation is a better alternative than competition or learning

individualistically. Integration of handicapped students into the mainstream,

and cooperative groups themselves, take some time to have effect, and in the

case of some students may take a considerable amount of time. However,

structurihg students to work in heterogeneous, cooperative learning groups

is the teacher's "best shot'" at building an effective setting for main-

streardng, and should be a part of everyrhandicapped'student's Individualized

Educational Plan.

Two other points which are important to consider concern the extent

to which cooperative groupc should be used and their effects on other learning

outccmes besides acceptance of differences. As will be dealt with in

Session 4, cooperative learning has powerful effects on a variety of learning

outcomes and benefits not only mainstreaming, but benefits all students in

a classroom in a number of ways. Cooperative learning is not something

special that is done for a few handicapped students, it is something

special that 1s done for all students and a total classroom climate. Also,

in spite of the research support for cooperative learning, the writers believe a
° fully functioning classroom is one where all three interaction patterns are

used with some appropriate (and carefully structured) competition so students

Q UU




Johnson & Johnson =48~

can learn how to compete and enjoy it, win or lose, and some appropriate
individualistic learning so students can learn how to take responsibility

But th~ writers feel there shggld be a Iedo inance
A O cooperag ve earning

for their learning,
so that students can benefit from the power of investing themselves in

each othér's learning and so that students are integrated into the élassroom
life regardless of their differences.

The next two sessions provide information on how to carefully structure
cooperative learning groups and teach collaborative skills. It is important
-to stress the differences between just having students work '"in groups'
and carefully structuring 'cooperative groups'. A cooperative group will
always have positive goal interdependence where students may not like
each other initially, but are required by the structure to take an interest
in éach other's learning on the cooperative task. This '"sink or swim
together" structure is what promotes the helpingaxdfacilitating behaviors
which result }n students learning to like one another. On the other hand,
as described in Session 1, a cooperative group is not one where one person
does all the work and thrée others say, "I'll sign anything!". A cooperative
learning group requires each student to know the material to the best of
his or her ability. There is individual accountability as a part of the
positive goal interdependence.

Interpersonal and group skills multiply the power of heterogeneous,
cooperative groups. It takes a number of social skills to exchange infor-
mation, perceive the value of diverse resources, and use the full potential
of each group member. It is not the availability of resources that most

influences achievement and other instructional outcomes in a small group

but the process of information exchange. Students need to be trained to
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attempt, actively and nonevaluatively, to understand the perspectives and
information of other gfoup members and to apply such resources in completing -

assignments. Session 5 will deal with the teaching of cooperative skillé.

What About Teacher-Te;Eher Interaction?

Cooperative interaction will produce for teachers the same outcomes

for teachers that it produces for students.. A considerable amount of

4
data on adult learning indicate that adults are more productive, like each

', " 0
other better, and generally feel more positive about their environment when
they work collaboratively (see Session 4). In order for mainstreaming to

be as successful as it can be, classroom teachers, special education teachers

and principals are going to have to work together effectively.

A useful discussion can be structured at this point between the
participants by assigning each person in the triads a perspective:
one to think about mainstreaming from the regular classroom teacher‘
perspective; one to approach mainstreaming from the speciai_education
teacher's persﬁéétive; and the third to b?ing to the discussion the
perspective of the school administrator. Assign these roles to the
triads and ask them Lo deal wit!* the following questions:

What do you thiik about the material presenged in this session on
mainstreaming from your perspective?

What kinds of things could each of you do to provide the necessary
resources to ensure that heterogeneous, cooperative learning groups

were successfully used to appropriately mainstream handicapbed

students into the regular classroom setting? What is the role each
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of you would play?

It would be advantageous to have a representative of each of these
roles in thearoom, if not in gach group, so that the perceptions of
the participant; could be tested by.an actual regular classroom
teacher, and actual special education teacher, and an actual school

administrator.

The following material on the roles of regular and special education
teachers and the school administrator could be used after discussion or
handed out to participants as homework réading. The major point on
collaboration of school staff is that regular classroom teachers do not
need to become experts in special e&uc;tion or the law (P.L. 94-192). They
have knowledgeable peop;e within easy reach, the special education teachers.
It is equally certain that any teaming in a school cannot exist for long or
be effective without the support and resources of the school administrator.
Mainstreaming is greatly enhanced when collaboration exists between school
staff as well as between students in the classroom.

Initial contact between the regular classroom teacher and the special
education teacher may begin at the meeting in which the IEP's for individual
handicapped students are written. It is within this meeting that the
initial goal interdependence linking the regule.r and special education
teacher is formed and cooperative roles begin to be developed. It is
essential that both teachers recognize the positive goal and resource
interdependence that exists as they strive with difference backgrounds for
the same leaining goals for these students. Depending on the effectiveness
of the mainstreaming plan, they '"sink or swim together'. Some aspects of

the regular classroom teacher's role might be:
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[

(a) Primarily to structure learning expeiiences q?operative,
especially when mainstreamed, handicapped students are preséhf
in the regular classroom setting. Make sure that the smail groups .. v -
are héterogeneous, Qith handicapped ana nonhaﬁdicapped students in
the same group..

(b) Specify student roles within the cooperative groups with special
care in the selection of theinitialréle for the handicappedA
student. Many stﬁdents being mainstreamed will be fearful and
anxious gbout interacting with nonhandicapped peers. Clear and
structured responsibilities within éhe small groups will alleviate
such feeling (i.e. recorder, summarizer, checker, étc.).

(c) To teach nonhandicapped and handicappéd students the skills
of helping, tutoring, checking, and encouraging.

i(d) To make expe;tétions of handicapped students reasonable. It
may be necessafy to alter the amount of materizl or to change
the criteria, or give different problems or work lists, or in another
way alter the tasks to ensure a reasonable expectation for the
handicapped studert, this is essential to the success of the
group as it doeé.not build self confidence or group support to
assign impossible tasks. The special education teacher is an
important resource on this question. |

(e) Support the collaborative relationships among the students and
the positive feeling shaved by all students as they successfully
work in cooperative groups.

(f) Establish ahcollaborative working relationship with the special

education teacher who is also working with the mainstreamed

-~
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student (s), and obtain the support of the principal for

the model. T

Some aspects of the special education teacher's role might he:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Train all students in the social skills (e.g., leadership and
communication) they need to function effectively as part of a

¢
cooperative leraning group.
Give special tutoring to collaborating pairs of students (one
handicapped and one nonhandicapped) in how to function effec;ively
in their cooperative learning group and to help each other to learn
more and behave appropriately. |
Provide the regular classroom teacher with guidelines on how
much each mainstreamed student can realistically achieve so that
group scores can be adjusted to encourage maximal achievement
and to avoid penalizing nonhandicapped students. ‘
Be available for unforeseen problems in building (and maintaining)
accepting and supportive relatioﬁships between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students.
To join with the regular education teachers and to celebrate the
successes, solve the problems and appreciate each -~thers'

efforts to promote more positive and supportive relationships

among students.

Administrative support is necessary for the successful collaboration

of teachers and for the use of cooperative learning procedures to mainstream

handicapped students into regular classrooms. It is the principal YBQ can

encourage and reward teachers for working collaboratively. It is the

principal who can make schedule changes so that two teachers can observe

00
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each other, co-teach a lesson, and provide in~classroom help and assistance
to each other. The principal can schedule two teachers' preparatiou
periods so that they can plan and evaluate together.

The principal needs (a) to understand the need for and the dynamics
of heterogeneous cooperative learning groups, and (b) to help plan for
effective collaboration between regular and special education teachers.
Teachers must be able to involve principals in their plans so that the
needed administrative support is provided. In addition, principals need
to follow a number of rules to promote the use of cooperative learning

procedures and the collaboration of teachers.

—
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Summary

The central purpose of mainstreaming is to integréte handicapped
students ipto constructive relationships with nonhandicapped peers.
Teachers pfovide considerable classroom assistance to handicapped students,
but it is primarily through interactions with peers that handicapped
students learn and develop socially and cognitively. At the same time,
the interactions provide important developmental experiences for nonhandi-
capped students. Not all peer relationships are constructive, however,
and the interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students
can go either way. To be constructive, these interactions must be
characterized by acceptance, support, and caring. Only the
cooperative interéction pattern provides a context that requirer these
kinds of interactions. It does not make sense to mainstream handicapped
s:udents into cl;ssrooms dominated by competition, acceptance of differences
is not encouraged in a competitive enviromment. It is equally inappropriate
to mainstream students into classrooms where the "= is extensive individualistic
work and little or no interaction between students, It is crucial to note
that structuring learning cooperatively is not something done for the
handicapped students, it is beneficial to all students. Cooperative
instruction is based on a set of practical strategies which any teacher
can master. It does not require the classroom teacher to become an
"expert" in special education. It provides a natural way for regular and

special education teachers to work together as a team.

(ot
-
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Session 3: How Are Cooperative Learning Activities Structured?

Objectives
1. To define both operationally and conceptually the procedures for
structuring a learning situation cooperatively.

2. To review the definition of a cooperative learning experience.

Reading Assignment

1. Learning together and alone. Chapters 4, 5, and 7.

2, Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. Cooperative learning: The power of

positive goal interdependence. In L. Lyons (Ed.), Structuring coopera-

tive learning: The 1980 handbook. New Brighton, Minnesota: J &

J Book Company, 1980,

Introduction

In the previous session we learned that cooperation is much more
than being physically near other students, discussing material with other
students, helping other students, or sharing materials with other students,
although each of these is important in cooperative learning. The essense
of cooperative learning is assigning a group goal, ensuring individual
accountability, and rewarding group members on the basis of how their
group efforts compare to a preset criteria of excellence. But teaching
a cooperative lesson involves more than just setting up a cooperative
goal structure. In this sesrion we shall first experience a cooperative
lesson to provide a concrete réality referent that is shared by all members
of the class, and then we shall describe the specific, step-by-step procedure

for teaching a cooperative lesson.
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Operational Definition of Teacher's Role
In order to provide studenté with a personal and concrete under-
standing of the teacher's role in conducting cooperative learning activities,
the following lesson may be conducted.

1. The objectiQe of this Iesson‘is to provide students -/ith both a conceptual
and an operational defin;tion of the instructional procedures for conducting
cooperative learning activities.

2. Randomly assign students to groups of six.

3. Distribute the following materials to each group:

a. Six copies of the observation sheet.
b. Six copies of the Winter Survival Situation Sheet.
C. One packet of Winter Surival Cards (15 in all).

4. Ask one member f.om each group to volunteer to be an observer.

Eiplain how to use the observation sheet to the entire class. The
observer 1is not to partiéipate in the group discussion. The observer
role is to note the interaction among group members and give a report
to the group after the task is completed.

5. Explain the task by stating that the group is to rank the 15 items in
the order of their importance to the survival of the group. Explain

the goal structure by stating that each group is to decide on one ranking,

everyone 1is the group must agree with the ranking, and all group members
must be able .> explain the rationale behind the ranking. Explain the

criteria for success by stating that a score between 0 and 35 means

that the group has done an excellent job and all members will survive
in style; a score of 36 to 50 means that all members will survive but

with severe frostbite; a score of 51-65 means that only two of ihe

Q 53
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S,

10.

.continued) group members survive; and a score of 66 and above means
that all group members perished. (Scoring is done by summing the
absolute differences between the group's ranking and the expert's

ranking.) Explain that the expected pattern of student-student inter-

action is that all students are expected to share their ideas, encourage

others to share their ideas, listen carefully to the reasons given by
fellow group members as to why an item should be ranked high or low, and
argue for their point of view without changing their minds uniess logically
persuaded to do so. .

Instruct the groups to deal oug‘the cards until each member has three

items (the observer does not get any). Set the scene by stating that

the group has just crash landed in Northern Minnesota or Southern Manitoba
and need to work out a plan for survival. Tell the groups to begin work.

This winter survival lesson is taken from the group skills book, Joining

together: Group theory and group skills (Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975) by

David W. Johnson and Frank Johnson. More detailed instructions are found
in thathbook.

Move around the room and assist the observers in getting started.
Systematically observe each gréup for a few minutes.

After about 40 minutes give students a 5 minute warning. Then ask

each group to stop work. Share the expert's ranking and explain how

to score their ranking (see Joining together for the rationale for

the expert's ranking).

Ask each group to discuss the question, '"How well did we work as a
cooperative group?'" They are to use the data gathered by the observer
as a major (but not the only) resource for this discussion. You may

wish to give a few of your observers to the entire class.

bl
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WINTER SURVIVAL EXERC'sE: THE SITUATION

You have just crash-landed in the woods of Northern Minnesota and
Southern Manitoba. It is 11:32 a.m., in mid-January. The light plane in
which you were travelling has completely burned except for the frawe. The
pilot and copilot have been killed, but no one else is seriously injured.

The cragh carv suddenly before the pilot had time to radio for help
or inform anyone of y-our position. Since your pilot was trying tc avoid
a storm you know the plane was considerably off course. The piloc announced
shortly before the cruash that you were 80 miles northwest of a small town
that is the nearest known habitation.

You sre in a wilderness area made up of thick woods breken by many
lakes and rivers. !lie last weather report indicated that the temperature
would reacl, sinus t.vaty-five degrees in the daytime and minus foriy at
night. You are dressced in wi.cer clothiag appropriate for city weaur —- suits,
pantsuits, street shoes, and overcoats.

Whiie escaping from the plane vour group ualvaged the fifteen iten.
lisiod on the next rage. Your task is to rank these items according to
their importunce to vour survival.

You may assume that the number .s the sane as the number in your group

and that the group has agreed to stickh together.

Reprinted from: Jobtnson, D. W. & Johnson, F. P. Joining togaother: Group
theorv and group skills. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1975,
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Observation Sheet

1. Contributes Ideas

2, Describes Feelings

3. Paraphrases

4. Expresses Support, Acceptance

5. Expresses Warmth, Liking
-

6. Encourages Others To Contribute

7. Summarizes

8, Coordinates Members' Efforts

9. Relieves Tension By Joking

10. Gives Direction To Group's Work

Trusting = 1, 2; Trustworthy-Acceptance = 3, 4, 5; Trustworthy Reciprocation = 1, 2
Leadership-Task=~1, 2, 7, 8, 10; Leadership-iMaintenance = 3, 4, 5, 6, 9
Communication = 1, 2, 3 (and technically, all the rest)

Directions for use: A. Put names of group members above each columm.

B. Put a tally mark in the appropriate box each time a group
member contributes.

C. Make notes on the back when interesting things happen which
are not captured by the categories.

D. It is a good idea to collect one (or more) good things that
each group member does during the exercize.
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Put the following items on cards so that each group can have a set of

fifteen cards which represent the items saved from the airplane.

Compress Kit (with 28 feet of gause)
Ball of steel wcol
Cigarette lighter (without fluid)
Loaded .45-Caliber pistol
Newspaper (one per person)
Compass
" Two ski poles
Knife
Sectional air map made of plastic
30 feet of rope
Family-size chocolate bar (one per person)
Flashlight with batteries
Quart of 85-proof whisky
Extra shirt and pants for each survivor

Can of shortening

bJ
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11. Give a short lecture on the teaching procedures in conducting a coopera-
tive lesson, using examples from the experience the students just went

N4

through. ;
: /

J

Structuring Ccoperative Learning
A brief summary of th- " :acher's role in cooperatively structured
lessons is as follows.
1. As far as possible, specify the instructional objectives.
2, Select the group size most appropriate for the lésson. With young

students the size of the group may need to be two or three members.
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2.

(continued) With older students larger groups are possible. The
optimal size of a cooperctive group will vary according to the
resources needed to complete the lesson or project (the iarger the
group the greater the resources available), the cooperative skills

of group members (the less skillful the group members, the smaller

the group should be), and the nature of the task.

Assign students to groups. Usually, teachers will wish to maximize
the heterogeneity in the group. Randgm assignment usually ensures

a good mixture of males and females, highly verbal and passive
students, leaders and followers, and enthusiastic and reluctant
learners. And sometimes teachers may wish to group students around
their interests. Teachers may often teachers may wish to assign
students to groups so that students high, low, and average in past
achievement are in the same group.

Arrange the classroom. Teachers will wich to cluster the groups of
students so that theélwill not interfer with each other's learning.
Within the groups students should be able to see the relevant materials,
converse with each other, and exchange materials and ideas. Usually

a circle is best, and long tables should be avoided.

Provide the appropriate materials. When students are first 1earn§ng
how to cooperate, or when some students are having problems in contri-
buting to the group's work, teachers may wish to arrange the materials
like a jig-saw puzzle and give each group member one piece. A group,
for example, could be writing a report on Abe Lincoln, with each
member having material on a different part of his life. 1In order for
the report to be completed, all group members will have to contribute

their material and ensure it is incorporated into the group's report.

b
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6. Explain the task and the cooperative goal structure. The task may
be the successful completion of an assignment in math, science,
languag: arts, or social studies. To explain the cooperative gogl
structure teachers will need to communicate that there is'a'group
goal, a criteria-referenced evaluftion system, and all group members
will be rewarded on the basis of_fhe quality of the group's work.

7. Observe the student-student interaction. Just because the teacher

asks students to cooperate with each other does not mean that they

will always do so. Much of the teacher's time in cooperative .

learning situations is spent observing student groups to see what

problems they are having in fucntioning c;operatively. For specific
procedures for observing, and for specific observation instructions,

see Johnson and R. Johnson (1975)_and Johnson and F. Johnson (1975).

8. Intervene as a consultant to h;lp the group solve its problems in
working together effectively aﬁd to help group memﬁers learn the
interpersonal and group skills necessary for cooperating. These
skills are detailed in Johnsog (1978, 1981) and in Johnson and F.
Johnson (1975), along with activities to be used in teaching the
skills. ﬁ |

9. Evaluate the group products, using a criteria-referenced evaluation
system. Both individual and group data should be gathered in order
for groups to know when to give help and assistance to individual
members. The procedures for setting up and using such an evaluation

system are givea in Johnson and R. Johnson (1975).
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Cooperative Learning and Social Skills

Generaliy, the longer students are in school and the oldet they become
the more competitive they gét gndlthe greater the difficulty they have in
interacting cooperatively with peers. In most cases, when teachers first
place students in cooperatively learning groups the students will not be
able to work together effectively. Social skills, like all other skills,
needqto be purposiﬁely taught. There.are two options for teaching students
the interpersonal.and small group skills they need to work effectively in
learning groups: adding additional classes that focus on interpersonal
skills such as communication skills or integrating the skills intn the pro-
cedures for learning academic subject matter such as math, science, social
studies, and English. It is the latter approach that is emphasized by
cooperatively lgarning activities. The specific interpersonal and. group

’ R

skills students need to function effectively in cooperative learning groups

are detailed in'Johnson (1978, 1981) and Johnson and F. Johnson (1975).

.
n\-"’”\
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G
Group Discussion -

1. Insgruct students to torm into groups of four.

2. Tell students:to develop ac¢set of conclusions as to what they have
learned about structuring cooperative learning activities from their
2xperiencing the lesson, their pretest éxperiences, their reading,
the lecturg, and tueir past experiences with cogperative learning.
There should be one list of coﬁglusions from each grouﬁ with all
members agreeing with the-conclusions.

3. Sample the conclusions found by the groups, perhaps by having each

group state their first one or two conclusions.

Summary
| It is now somewhat clear ss the the nature of cooperative learning
experiences and how they are structured. The next session will focus
on students applying what they have learned to a specific lesson they plan N

to teach someday.
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Session 4: Planning A Cooperatively Structured Lesson

Objectives
1. To ensure that students can competently plan a cooperativel& structurea
lesson.
2. To review the teacher's role in structuring cooperative learning

activities.

"Reading Assignment -

1. Learning together and alone. Chapters 8 and 9.

2., Selected lesson plans from:

Chasnoff, R. (Ed.). Structuring cooperative learning: The 1979

handbook. New Brighton, Minn.: J & J Book Company, 1979.

Lyons, V. (Ed.). Structuring cooperative learning: The 1980 handbook.

New Brighton, Minn.: J & J Book Company, 1980.

Introduction

The last session focused on the procedures used to structure a learning
situation cooperatively. The purpose of this session is to ap,.ly the
material on the teacher's role by planning a lesson you plan to teach
in the near future. The material in this session has a dual purpose.
It can be used by you in planning cooperatively structured lessons related
to this module and other material you are teaching, and it can be used with
your students as a ''translation'" of the material from the previous session

to a lesson they could teach.
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l.

2.

Student Pretest

Randomly place students in péirs.
Give the pretest, instructing students to:

a. Discus;'each question as a pair.

b. Arrive at one answer to each quesfion.

c. Make sure both members ff the pair agree on each answer and

understand the rationﬁ%e behind the answer.

Have the pairs combine intﬁ groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all meﬁbers of the group agree on the answers.

A group of students/ié/assigned the task of investigating and evaluating »
several different m;thods of making sugar cookies. Each student studies

one method and'reﬁorts to the rest of the group. The group then conducts

try-outs. Everyone has a great time taste-testing theﬁéroducts, discu: sing

the relative merits of each, and examining what differences in methods

produces different results. At the conclusion of the activity, each student

writes a report cn the experiment and is graded on the report. What, if

anything, was inappropriate to the cooperative goal structure?

a. Nothing was inappropriate.
b. The division of labor.

c¢. The sharing of information.
d. The method of evaluation.

e. Eating the cookies in class.
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2, The purpose of a goal structure is to:

Make teaching easier. .
Help teachers establish good rapport with students.
Create pos.tive, negative, or no interdependence among students.

Give students a variety of ways to learn.

Juswer the following questions either true (T) or false (F).

Cooperative learning groups should have at least seven members.

The smaller the group, the less resources available within the group.
Cooperative learning groups should be as homogeneous as possible.
Within cooperative groups students should be somewhat far apart

so that they do not interfer with each other's thinking.

Giving each student part of the materials needed to complete an '
assignment is a good way to promote cooperative interaction among
students.

A teacher should observe the cooperative groups to raike sure that

they are in fact members are interacting appropriately.

Groups that are not functioning well should be ignored by the teacher.

!



Johnson & Johnson -69~

10.

Planning A Cooperative Lesscn
Assign students to homogeneous groups of three or four members. Future
first-grade teachers should be together, future junior-high social
studies should be together, and so fo:th. |
Distribute one copy of the "Teacher's Role in Cooperation' and
"Cooperative Lesson Worksheet' to each student.
Instruct each jroup to select a lesson that one or more members will
teach in the near future. The lesson should be routine, not an unusual
or rarely taught lesson.
Instruct each group to make the four preinstructional decisions concerning
group size, how students are to be assigned to groups, room arrangement,
and the materials needed for each group.
Instruct each group to set the lesson. Emphasize positive goal interde-
pendence and individual accountability.
Instruct each group to plan how monitoring and processing will tzke
place during the lesson.
Instruct each group to try to anticipate what problems students will
have working together effectively and what interventions the teacher
may make to solve such problems.
Instruct each group to plan how to evaluate the achievement and group
functioning of their students.
While the groups are working circulate throughout the room, observing
each group for a period of time and gathering information about group
functioning to be shared in the class discussion of their experience.

Ask each group to share part of its lesson plan with the entire class.

(o
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The Teacher's Role in Cooperation

1. Select a lesson.

Step

What about spelling?, a page of story problems?, editing a paragraph?,
comprehension questions?, a science lab activity?

2. Make decisions.,

Step

. Select the group size.

This will vary according to the resources you need in the group, the
skills of the students in working in groups, and the needs of the task.
Experiment and find out what size works in your situation.

Assign students to groups.

Heterogeneous groups have the potential for the most power. Differences
among group members make the group function.

Arrange the classroom.

Chairs and desks should be arranged in small cluster arrangementé. Groups
should be separated from each other as much as possible.

Provide the appropriate materials.

Each group can have a set of materials or each group member can have
different materials which relate to the task.

3. Set the lessgp.

Step

State, in language your students understand:

a. a clear and specific task statement,

b. the group goal (positive-interdependence),

c. the criteria for success as a group,

d. cpecific behaviors expected, (i.e., everyone participating, staying
in group, good listening skills),

4, Monitor and process.

Step

Be sure you always monitor. If appropriate, use other observers (studeats,
other teachers) as well. Be sure to clarify:

a. the way observers will know that a group member is evidencing an
expected behavion,

b. who will observe, and the observation form that will be ised,

c. the way data will be fed back to students.

5. Intervene to solve problems and teach skills,

There will be problems. Stop the students and teach them the skills you
see them needing. Turn problems back to the group to solve; act as a
consultant.

Step 6. Evaluate outcomes.

Each student gets the grade their group received. Remember you are
evaluating how well they learned the material or accomplished the task and
how well they helped each other. It is also a good idea to make notes about

studertts of special interest, and to suggest ways to improve the lesson next time.

Lo 0 e e



-71-

Cooperative Lesson Worksheet

Grade Level: Subject Area:

Step 1. Select a lesson:

Step 2. Make Decisions.

—

a. Group size:

b. Assignment to groups:

¢. Room arrangement:

d. Materials needed for each groug:

Step 3. Set the lesson. State, in language your students understand:

a. Task statement:

b. Group goal:

¢. Criteria for success:

d. Specific behaviors expected:

Step 4. Monitor and Process o

a. Evidence of expected behaviors (appropriate actiomns):

b. Observation form:

Observer(s):

c. Plans for processing (feedback):

74
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Group Discussion

1. Randomly assign students to groups of four.

2. Tell students to develop a set of conclusions as to what they have
learned about structuring cooperative learning activities from their
planning.

3. Sample the conclusions found by the groups, perhaps by having each

group state their first one or two conclusions.

Summary
It is now (hopefully) clear as to the nature of cooperative learning
experiences and how they may be structured. The next lesson will explore the

research support for using cooperative learning activities in the classroom.
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Session 5: What Is the Rationale for Structuring Learning Cooperatively?

Objectives
1. Provide students with the research evidence concerning the relationship
between cooperatively siructured learning and instructional outcomes.
2., Model a cooperative lesson utilizing a division of labor within the

cooperative group.

Reading Assignment

1. Learning together and alone. Chapter 2 and Appendix A.

2., Johnson, D. W. Group processes: Influences of student-student inter-

action on school outcomes. In J. McMillan (Ed.), The social psychology

of school learning. New York: Academic Press, 1980, 123-168.

Introduction

The way in which teachers structure student learning goals determines
how students interact with each other. These interaction patterns largely
determine the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction. Each goal
structure promotes a different pattern of interacﬁion among students.
Cooperation provides opportunities for encouraging and helping among students,
competition promotes cautious and defensive student-student interaction,
while in individualistic situations students work by themselves without
interacting with other students. There are a number of instructional
outcomes that are directly influenced by these student-student interaction
patterns. The following lesson is both an example of how to conduct a
cooperative lesson and a way for students to learn how the three goal
structures affect student-student interaction patterns and instructional
outcomes.

'7 h.
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Student Pretest

l. Randomly place students in pairs.

2. Give the pretest, instructing students to:

Discuss each question as a pair.
Arrive at one answer to each question.
Make sure both members of the pair agree on each answer and

understand the rationale behind the answer.

3. Have the pairs combine into groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all members of the group agree on the answers.

Indicate whether the following interaction patterns are promoted primarily

by cooperative (1), competitive (2), and individualistic (3) goal structures.

10.
11,
12.
13.
14.

High interaction among students.

Misleading communication about the material being studied.

No interaction among students.

Low mutual influence among students.

High trust among students.

High sharing of materials and helping each other learn.

Obstructicn of each other's efforts to learn.

High emotional involvement in'the learning of the assigned material.
High divergent thinking and risk-taking thinking.

"Win-lose' method of solving conflicts.

High acceptance, personal support for learning, and liking among students.
Low coordination of effort among stu.l'ents.

High motivation to learn.

Low exchange of information amo:ng students.

7/



Johnson & Johnson -76-

Instructional Outcomes Lesson
The objectives of this lesson are to demonstrate a cooperative lesson
using a division of labor and to meximize students' mastery of the
research literature on goal structures.
Randomly assién-stﬁdents to groups of six.
State that the group task is to complete one report on the relative
effects of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning
experiences on instructional outcomes. The group report will be

evaluated on the basis of:
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3. (continued) on the basis of:
a. How well conceptualized and organized the report is (0 to 20 points).
b. Fow well dogumented with research each major conclusion cont#ined in
the report is (0 tc 20 points).
c. How well written the report is (0 to 20 points).
d. The extent ts which the contributions of all group members z.e
reflected in the report (0 to 20 points).
e. The degree to which all group members have mastered all the material
contained in ghe report (0 to 20 points).
Members of groups who receive 80 points or more will receive an "A,"
members of groups who receive 70 to 79 points will receive a "B,'" and
members oi groups who receive 60 to 69 points will receive a "c."
4. State that the group's report is to be built through a division of labor
that contains the following steps:
a. Each student is assigned one of the following s%x topics:

l. Achievement and exchange of information.

2. Motivation to learn and emotional involvement in learning
(attitudes toward learning and degree of desire to participate
in the instructional experience).

3. Perspective-taking and internal locus of control.

4. Self-esteem and psychological health.

5. Liking for other students ard for school personnel.

6. Feelings of being accepted and supported by peers and school

personnel.

7Y
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4, b. Each student is to find the relevant information in the readings,
>organize it, 1éarn it, and teach it to the other members of his or
.
her group.
c. The group is to learn the material contributed by each member and
Integrate it all into one report.

5. Give the students time to work on the assignment in class. While the groups
work unobtrusively observe for botﬁ deficits in both academic and cooperative
skills. Give help.where you think it is needed; respond to studerc'
questions but, whenever feasible, turn the questions back to the group

-'for the group to answer. Occasionally; randomly pick a student from the
group to explain the information;gathéred by another member of the group.
This is to remind students that all group members must master all the
information contained in the report. :

6. Wﬂén a group has a problem in working together successfully, intervene to
te;bh them the needed academic or cooperative skills.

7. Evaiuate each report on how it compares to the criteria for excellence
outlined above.

8. Condugt a class discussion of the relative impact-of cooperJZive, competi-
tive, and individualistic learning experienccs on instructional outcomes.

Have each group share its major conclusions and reservations about the

i research in a whole class discussion.
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The Importance Of Cooperative Learning Experiences |
The importance of cooperative leargiﬁé experiences goes beyond improvin :
instruction, increasing student achiev;ment, and making life easier and //
more proddctivé for teachers,‘although these are worthwhile activities. //
Cooperation is as basic to humans as the air we breath.‘ The ability éf/
all students to cooperate with ofher people is the keystone to building
and maintaining stable families, career success,neighborhood and community

membership, important values and beliefs, friendships, and contributions

to society. Knowledge and skills are of no use if the student cannot apply

them in cooperative interaction with other people. It does no good to train

an engineer, secretary, accountant, teacher, or mechanic, if the person
does.nof have the cooperative skills needed to apply the knowledge and tech-
nical skills in cooperative relationship:s on the job, in the family and
community, and with friends. The most logical way to emphasize the use

of cooperative skills in task sfituations 1s to structure the majority of
academic learning situations cooperatively. Students can then learn technical
knowledge and skills in a realistic setting by having to work cooperatively

with their classmates.. There is nothing more basic than learning tb use

one's knowledge in cooperative interaction with peers.

81
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Summary

When teachers wish to péomote positive interaction among students
(characteriﬁed by’ peer acceptaﬁcr, support, an;.liking; §§udent-student
exchangé“of information; mo£ivation to learn; and emotional involvement
in léﬁrhiné); a cooperative goal sﬁrgcéute should be‘ﬁsea and competitive
and iﬁdividualistic goal sgruétures should be avoided. The emphasis on
cooperative iaarqingéxperienées noE only will create the sﬁpportive,.accepting,.
and caring-reiationsﬁips vital fbr,socialization. it w%ll also promote the
achievement, perspective-takiﬁg,abiiity; éelf—eqteem, psychoidgical health,
liking for diyerse and similar peers, and‘positive attitudes to@ar@ schogl‘
personnel. There is a ;olid research bése'to éupport the emphaéig on
cooperative learning in mainstreaming situatiéns-and jn classrooms where
basic skills are being emphasized. This evide&ée makes thg'previous-sgsgfops
on the natdre-of cooperative learning and how to stfucture coerrative h d
learning situations all the more.important. Whég is.left for ﬁhe next

session to to put everything you (the students) have learned about coopera-

tive learning.

-
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Session 6: What Have We Learned?

Objectiveé
1. To integrate and summarize what students have learned about cooperative
‘learning experiences in the previous five sessions.

2. To provide termination of the unit.

Reading Assignment

C m——

1. Learning together and alone. Chapters 8, 9, and 10.

2. Selected lesson plans from the 1979 and 1980 Handbooks on Structuring

»

Cooperative Learning.

3. Sapon-Shevin, M. Cocperative instructional games: Alternatives to

the spelling bee. Elementary School Journal, 1978, 79, 81-87.

Introduction
We have now explored the definitipn of a cooperative learning experi-
ence, the relationship between cooperative learning and successful main-
streaming, the procedures usea to structure cooperative learning, and
the research support underlying its use. It is now time to swummarize

what we have learned in and how we are reacting to the material in this

unit.
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Summarizing What We Have Learmned
1. Assign students randomly to grot “f five. -
2. Assfgn students the following tasks:
a. Summarize the major points they have léarned about cooperative
learning. ;
b.. Summarize the problems they see with their trying to use coopera-
tive procedures in their future-classrooms.
c. Determine the extent to which each group member plans to use
cooperative learning procedures in their future classrooms.
3. State that they tasks are cooperative. The groups are to reach their
#éonclusions by consensus, ensuring -hat all group members contribute
to the discussion.
‘3, Make a list of the major problems the students see in their implementa-
tion of cooperative learning procedures.
"4, Ask each group to take one or two of the problems and build three
solutions to each. The solutions are to be shared with the class
as a whol-=.
5. Have the groups state what problems they choose to solve and the
solutions they came up with.
6. Have the groups summarize what the§ have learned about cooperative

learning procedures during this unit.
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chapter 4

Group Processes:
Influences of Student-Student
Interaction on School Outcomes

DAVID W. JOHNSON

INTRODUCTION: IMPORTANCE OF
STUDENT-STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS

. The classroom is first and foremost a scene of recurrent inlerper-
sonal interactions where a teacher and 30 or so students all interact with one
another. Traditionally, educators and psychologists have viewed the interac-
tion between the teacher and the student as the most important relationship
for achieving the school’s goals of subject matter mastery, socialization, and
intellectual, social, and physical development. This view has been based on
three »ssumptions. The first is that teaching and learning take place in a
dyadic rel.tionship between an adult and a child. Students’ learning has
been assumed to be primarily dependent on interaction with the teacher
and, therefure, considerable research (as evidenced in Chapter 3) has fo-
cused on the teacher’s (a) expectations of the student’s ability to perfori on
academic tasks; (h) warmth, empathy, and democraticness in dealing with
the studedt; (¢) distribution of reinforcers to students for achievemeit and
appropriate social behavior; and (d) feedback to the student concerning
achievement and appropriate behavior. The secand assumption has been
that peer relationships in the classroom have little impact on the student and,
therefore, should be ignoresd. And the third assumption has been that the
infrequent and minor peer influences that do exist in the classroom are an
unhealthy and bothersome influence on students’ achievement, sovigliza-
tion, and development. Peer intluences have been viewed as being in
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cpposition to adult influences, aimed at discouraging academic
”""“B“”d encouraging off-task, disruptive behavior in the (.thmg:.r:heve.
W > N . SRLD R
gc”m:ﬁ:llg;::: tl:; s)e)rt::r.?edas'sumptlons, student-student relationships haye
B ool Mot |t"|(|‘n§a| ssed in the .classrogm rather than constructive
0 ox i : ,b .e.;‘)e.er-gro.up interaction in schools has been limy !
acurricular aclivities, which rarely deal with the basic issues ec:
(o]

‘.'(I if ’ -

tiun i ’ '
m:“\lsluslcld tI’:u emphasizes teacher lectures and students doing seatwork
1dually. Attemipts by students to i i . ,
. . o interact with each oth
e » s by er are see
o lu:l:r(::s‘ru:)tl;/enes} mhsuch a system, Moreover, educators systematicr:al‘l]S
‘ n students in the most basic soci [ o
! social skills necessary for i '
tal Lo train st I i ary for intera
4 1!:»“\;(';7:‘)“”\:\/"){; ers, as they are not considered o be useful (Comgsm.s:
Slaby, 7). Without question, the dyadi ild vi
ic, adult-child '
and learimng has lead to ’ i , o eachin
¢ as -a deemphasis on stud i i
ng | ent- i
relattonships in the classroom. -student interaction and
The . [ ' i
_ lr)s.sumptmp by psychologists that the maost important relationshi
. “lw( lr::\t;uo]»:;;ﬂ(; adu(litsfsuch as parents and teachers has so dominatscj
at between the s and the 1970s relati i
vely few studies were
N he . : conducte
(\mtm;mg lI;c. |lmpa(t of peer relationships on development and achl;;tLd
ment. From both o psychoanalyti i i o
. ytic and Piagetian point of vi
tonships were thought t i e MUNS v
. o be unimportant and, tt ,
' | rerefore, the stud i
dren’s early social behavior i : : i
was directed toward chi i
hen's . ild--parent interacti
(;p“m:ly' child-mother relationships (Lewis & Rosenblum 1975; 'fl’(m'
choang J » [ i . .
y oanalytic thwlry evmphasizes that children’s early social exp'ericnces fosy
e contest tor later social dev ol
‘ elopment and, therefo i i
_ ! re, that the :
relationships are all greatly infl iri with ot
RITEN uenced by their interacti ith i
' ? ction with tl
chion! ‘ | < weir mother
:(,(i lxth‘Trs. The mtant-rnmher dyad is considered so important that oth ‘s
' a u..‘;non’slups aie considered to be derivatives and are neglected (L)r
not considered at all. Piagetian th i iti | f
alt. P ‘ eory views cognitive--structu i
‘ . ‘ iraf capacite
n: the young child as restricting the child’s social behavior. Thus ‘f(‘n‘ q o
e l . . N, -
;,nh :”)((ll;:: :):..'hd\l ior to ?u l’JT, a person old enough to be capable of control
. anipulating the dynamics of th ' i -
¢ relationship needs to be
(e, an adultt, The view tl i ; tios that are
. at children lack the cogniti i
_ Al cognitive faculties th
necessary tor social imteraction r 5 icti : ol ool
. esults in the restricti fu
ot ety fof ! on of the study of carl
- ”:(:;: .“ I;]r:mnshlps. Thc. aspects of the psychoanalytic and the Piaytz
(;‘. .| ey that d('t'll.lpl.\dSlZC the importance of peer relationships ’in
evelopment and socialization, however, are now  being iy ]
questioned. e vigorowly
N )“I;iz‘;l\ :;h(, .;dult -child view of teaching and learning is grossly over-
o .l‘,| i W :m the power of social dynamics among students that occur
WT ark, u‘\ the classroom are taken into consitleration (Schmuck ]973)
I n‘ l‘ ‘ » ) i I .
creas Casstoonieachers dointeract frequently with individual stuaents
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room behavior occurs within the context of
nt-peer group. A student responding to a teacher’s directive, for
does so while being aware of and influenced by the feelings,

s shared with the stutdent-peer group. A teacher’s
received by students in the context of their

vintually all of the teacher's class

the stude

attitudes, and relationship

statements and actions are
ynships with other students.
in the classroom the influences resulting from student-student relation-
¢ffects on achievement, socialization, and de-
Yet the importance and power of peer

interaction in the classroom are often ignored. In this chapter the impact of
student-student relationships on achieverment, appropriate behavior, and
eneral socialization and development will be discussed. Secondly, the
critical group dynamic variables teachers and educators can control that will
ensure that constructive peer relationships are utilized for achievement,
appropriate behavior, cognitive and social development, and general

socialization will be covered.

CONSEQUENCES AND CORRELATES
OF PEER RELATIONSHIPS

Experiences with peers are not superficial luxuries to he enjoyed by
come students and not by others. Student-student relationships are an
absolute necessity for healthy cognifive and social development and soctal-
ization. in tact, social interactions with peers may be the pnmary relation-
ohips in which development and sotialization take place (Lewis &
Rosenblum, 1975). There are many important ways in which student-
Judent interaction contributes to the cognitive and social development and
general socialization of children and adolescents, such as by:

1 Contributing to «he socialization of values, atutudes, competencics, and
ways of perceiving the world.
Being prognostic indicators of
jeaching the social competencies necessd
Intluencing the occurrence or nonoccurre
adolescence such as the use of illegal drugs.

xt in which children learn to master aggressive im-

future psychological health.
rv to reduce social isolation.

nce of potential problem he-

j S

haviors in
5. Providing the conte
pulses.
6. Contributing to the
7. Contributing to the emergence of perspective-t
) influencing educational aspirations and achievement.

development of sex-role identity.
aking abilities.

~
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Each of lh_cw consequences and correlates of peer relationships will b
discussed in this chapter. )

Socializing Influences

. There is considerable evidence that peer relationships are of centra
importance in the socialization of the child, providing expectations, mod rla
and reinforcements that shape a wide variety of social behaviors :milude:’
qnd perspectives (Harlup, 1976; Johnson & Johnson, 1978: Wahier 196;?'
Schmuck (1971} states that peers constitute the immediate' environ;* 1 as
wel_l as th_e environment of greatest impact for students in school L.. ’as
b.ms of his review of the literature he concludes that compared lo. inle:'( lff
tions with teachers, interactions with peers are more frequent, intense m(i
varied. 'f‘ their interactions with peers, children and adolesc'enls (ii;ed':r
learn attitudes, values, and-information unobtainable from adults, su ‘Cl .
the nature of sexual ielations and how they are to be develo' edC] a;
nmnagu.l Yv,i!h peers. In their interactions with each other childeen (ml
.ulul_escmﬂs initafe each other’s behavior and identify with friends who han(
admired competencies. The way in which “ingroup” mesmge.s a:e hr _av'e
lhg nature of clothes and hair styles, the music valued, what is de‘;ing(:e(’
enjoyable and what is defined as distasteful, what comp'elencies need t lds
pmrticz_\d and developed, and so forth, are all based on ident fication . ')Ie
and imitation of peers. In their interaction with peers, childreh and ad(\)AIH*“
cents tr’y_ out, practice, and perfect social roles. Young childre;. ma lu-
house, fire departiment, and a variety of other adult career roles-yu‘l)dd‘y
childien may experiment with various ways in which to be a frien’d' u?:
adolescents may practice social roles aimed at obtaining acceptancé i‘nl;
desired peer groups. Through practicing social roles in their relationshi
with peers, students have the opportunity for pacad, slowly elahom.tilllpls
<.n.l.ngemenl of communicative, aggressive, defensi\’/e and coope t'h’
skills. The formation of relationships with peers, furtl’1ermue n}c))trd '\;e
promotes the values, attitudes, competencies, and perspe('tivos'needv(')l“ty
:;m:l.xgc p:odu.ctively the challenges of adulthood but also ('I'Edl.eb cnalil;on:
le.:mn;.:y ast into adulthood to the benefit of children and their friends -
The socialization importance of peers does not end during adolescence
everal studies have demonstrated that peers greatly influence the adopti "
.uul(m(wn.thz.nlmn of values and attitudes by college students (Ch(it l\)::s:::]
]l(::)(), fl\lt‘\./vu‘)ani), et al, 1970, 1971; Vrvvl.(md & Bidwell, 1965; Wull(ub:
10). Lacy (1978) h)_und that frequency of interaction with j:eers was not
sulcient tadtor to atlect the values of college students. For peers l:)>|) : 1d
important intluence vn the internalization of values and attitudes, the " ‘-l
tentat the interaction had to be relevant to the value dimension m;('i \lu.(l‘t‘(l)l‘l‘s
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had to be generally satisfied with and responsive to their fellow students.
Friends have an.i'r.nporlanl impact on values throughout one’s life.

While muchi of the evidence indicating that peer relationships are vital
and important for socialization is correlational, it is consistent in indicating
considerable peer influence on socialization and development.

Indicators of Future Psychological
Health

The ability to build and maintain interdependent, cooperative relation-
ships is often cited as a primary manifestation of psychological health (Adler
ot al., 1956; Fromm-Reichmann, 1950; johnson & Matross, 1977; Jung &
DeLaszlo, 1959; May, 1969; Murray, 1951; Sullivan, 1953). It is no surprise,
thetefore, that several studies have found a relationship between (a) poor
peer relations in children and (b) destructive social conduct in adolescence
and psychological pathology in adulthood. Kohn and Clausen (1955) found
that a much higher percentage of adults diagnosed as psychotic were socially
isolated as children than were a normal control s¢ nple. Roff (1961), in a
study of servicemen who had formerly been patients in a child-guidance
clinic, found that men receiving “bad conduct” discharges were more
frequently rated by their childhood counselors as having poor peer adjust-
ment than were men with successful service records. Roff (1963), in a study
of adult males who were seen as children in child-guidance clinics, found
that poor peer relationships were predictive of adult neurotic and psychotic
distuthances of a variety of types, as well as disturbances in sexual behavior
and adjustiment.

Cowen and his associates (1973) found that poor peer adjustimentin the
third grade was an excellent predictor of emotional difficulties in early
adulthood. They accumulated a variety of measures on the children, includ-
ing 1QQ scores, school grades, achievement test results, school attendance
reconds, teacher ratings, and peer ratings. Eleven yeais fater, community
mental health registers were examined to locate which members of the
sample were consulting a mental health professional. Of all the measures
secured 1n the third grade, the best predictor of adi It mental health status
was the peer rating. Roff, Sells, and Golden (1972) found a significant
conrelation between childhood peer acceptance and delinguency in adoles-
cence. Among upper-lower-class and middie-class males, delinguency rates
wer » higher among children who were net ac cepted by their peers than
among thone who were Among lower-class males, boih highly accepted
and highly ejected childien had higher delinguency rates than did thase
who were moderately accepted by peers, bul individual case records
suggested that the ultinate social adjustiment of the peer-accepted children
would be botter thar the rejected ones. Roti and his assodiates noted,

‘b
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lurthgrmore, that no evidence exists to contradict the hypothesis. that peer
relations play a central role in psychological development, Finaily, Johnson
apd Norem-Hebeisen (1977) found that adolescents oriented toward indi.
vidualism and separation from peers displayed high levels of psychojogical
pathology. {gglca

There is considerable correlational evidence, therefore, that poor peer
u.-lauonships in elementary school predicts psychological disturbance in
high school, and poor peer relationships in both elementary and high school
predict adult psycholos’zal pathology.

Acquiring Social Competencies

There is some evidence that social isolaticn is related to a lack of sacia]
competencies. There is also evidence that constructive interaction with
peers increases children’s sacial skills. Children identified as social isolates
in preschool situations tend to be deficient in leadership skills (Kohn &
Rosman, 1972) and tend to not elicit reactions from other children (Stanl 'y
& Gottman, 1976). Koch (1935) identified seven distinctly unsocial childrc;n
along with seven matched cantrol children. For 30 minutes ~ach day for 20
days, each “expenimental child “ was removed from the nursery along with
one sociable child of the subject’s own age and surrounded with pla
materials believed to stimulate cooperative play. The published reports arz
ncomplete, but “changes in the direction of increased socicbility were
cumulative throughout the investigation [Page, 1936]." Furman, Rahe
and Hartup (in press) conducted a similar study in which they idenliﬁeé
preschool childien who were social isolates, paired them with a same-age or
younger peer, and placed them in a playroom with toys aimed at stimulating
cooperative play for ten play sessions. The socially withdrawn children were
then observed in their regular classroom, The coéperalive play significanﬂy
mcreased the frequency of social interaction of the withdrawn children
especially tor those chiidren who were paired with a younger peer. Ir;
addition, the with:diawn children positively reinforced their peers much
more fiequently, giving help and gifts, sharing, accepting guidance and
suggestions, and engaging in cooperative play. The researchers concluded
that the play sessions provided an opportunity for the isolates to have
expertences that occurred infrequently in the regular classroom, such as
being yumlly asserlive by directing sucial activity.

Occurrence of Illegal Drug Use

Ad-lescents” peer groups and friends seem to have considerable intlu-
ence n diug use patterns as well as on other problem or possible transition
behaviors. There 15 considerable correiational evidence indicating that

34
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whether or not adolescents engage in the uses of illegal drugs such as
marihuana or engage in other problem or possible transition behaviors such -
as sexual intercoufse and problem drinking is highly related to perceptions
of one’s friends as engaging in and being approving of the behaviors (Becker,
1953, 1955; Elseroad & Goodman, 1970; Goode, 1970; Jessor, 1975; Jessor,
Jessor, & Finney, 1973; Johnson, 1973; johnston, 1973; Josephson, 1974;
Kandel, 1975; Lavenhar et al., 1972). The correlational nature of this evi-
dence supports the position that providing adolescents with peers and -
friends who do engage in and disapprove of problem behaviors such as the
use of illegal drugs may have considerable influence on adolescents’ be-

havior. °

Managing Agressive Impulses

Children learn to master aggressive impulses within the context of peer
relations (Hartup, 1978). Peer interaction provides an opportunity to exper-
iment aggressively with co-equals, and it is as' umed that children who show
ceneralized hostility and unusual modes of aggressive behavior, or children
who are unusually timid in the presence of aggressive attack, may be lacking .
exposure o certain kinds of contacts with peers such as rough-and-tumble-
play. Rough-and-tumble play seems to promote the acquisition of a reper-
toire of effective aggressive behaviors and also establishes necessary regu-
latory mechanisms for modulating aggressive affect. Aggression accurs more
frequently in child-child interaction than in adult-child interaction in many
different cultures (Whiting & Whiting, 1975), and observational studies in
the United States show clearly that feedback from peers escalates and
deescalates rates of aggression among nursery school children (Patterson,
Littman, & Bicker, 1967; Patterson & Cobb, 1971).

Socializing Sex-Role lde_ntity

Hartup (1978) notes that although gender-typing first occurs in interac-
tions between the child and its parents (Money & Ehrhardt, 1972), the peer
culture extends and elaborates this process. Fagot and Patterson (1969)
found that social rewards are exchanged within the puer culture according
to the gender-appropriateness of the child’s behavior. Furthermore,
Kobasigawa (1968) found that peer models also contribute t the formatiion
of appropriate sexual attitudes. Kinsey, Pomeroy, and Martin (1948) noted
that sexudl experimentation is pervasive in child-child interactions and
must be seen as contributing positively rather than negatively to socializa-
tion. Roff (1966) has shown that adults who are arrested for committing
crimes of sexual assault or who have disturbances in sexual adjustment have
histories of peer rejection and social isolation. As Hartup (1976) has so aptly
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stated, if parents were to be given sole responsibility for the socialization of

sexuality, bumans would not survive as a species. '

Acquiring Perspective-Taking Abilities

it is through interaction with peers that children develop the ability to
view situations and problems from perspectives other than their own (Piaget,
1932). Perspective-taking is one of the most critical compelencies for cogni-
tive and social development as it has been found to be related to effective
presentation of information, effective comprehension of information, the

constructive resolution’of conflicts, willingness to disclose information on a-
persunal level, effective group problem-solving, cooperativeness, positive

attitudes toward others within the same situation, autonomous moral judg.
ment, intellectual and cognitive judgment, intellectual and cognitive
development, and social adjustment (Johnson, 1975, 19é0a). Social

penspective-taking may be defined as the ability to understand How a situa-

tion appears to another person and how that person is reacting cognitively
and emotionially to the situation. The opposite of perspective-taking is
egocentris.n, the embeddedness in one’s own viewpoint to the extent that
one is unawate of other points of view and of the limitations in one’s
perspective. : ] '

Piaget (1932) views all psy{:ﬁdlogical development as a progressive loss
of egocentrism and an increase in ability to take wider and more complex
perspectives. In discussing Piaéet’s theorizihg, Flaveli (1963), for example,
states: "In the course of this, contact (and especially, his-conflicts and
arguments) with other children, the child increasingly finds himself forced to
reexamine his own percepts and concepts in the light of others, and by s
doing, gradually rids himself of cognitive egocentrism [p. 279].” There is
correlational  and - experimental evidence that the development of
perspective-taking ability and the reduction of egocentrism is dependent on
interaction with peers. Gottmen, Gonso, and Rasmussen (1975) found that
children who were able to také the perspective of others were more socially
dctive and more competent in social exchanges with other children than
were less able perspective-takérs. Keasey (1973), in a study of fifth and sixth
graders, found that those who belonged to many social organizations (and
therefore interacted with pcers{ more) had higher moral judgment scores (a
major mgredient of which isj perspective-taking) than did children who
belonged to few clubs. Johnsop and his colleagues (1976) found that indi-

. vidualitic learning experiences in which students were separated from each
other and not sllowed to intdract promoted higher egocentrism and less .

perspective-tahing ability than!did learning in small cooperative groups.

\

/
A. GROUP PROCESSES

Raising Educational Aspirations'and . o/
Achievement y o /

Pecrs have a great deal of influence onistudents’ educational aspirations
(Alexander & Campbell, 1964, Coteman! 1961; Coleman et ,5!., 1966; .
Ramsgy, 1961; Turner, 1964; Wilson, 1959), Alexander and Campbell
(1964), for example, found that a student is more likely to aspire to higher
education and actually go to college if his best friend also pians to go to
college. There is also evidence that students’ achievement is related to the
cducational and economic levels of other students in the school (Coleman et
al., 1966; Crain & Weisman,*1972). Freedman (1967) ,gonducted an exten.-
sive review of the literature iand concluded that student gducational aspira-
tions and actual achievement were more af(ected by feil/ow students than by \
any other school influence. : P . .
Two studies dealing with primary age students in elementary schools
servicing children fron{‘ low-income familiés found consistent negafive cor-
relations between subject matter achievement and,high frequencies of stu-
dents studying alone; consistent positive o_rrelatj’ons were found between
time spent with peers in moderate size groups (3-7 members) or large
groups under the teacher’s direction and subject matter achievement (Soar,
1973; Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974). Thesejstudies imply that when students
are young, and when thay have poor study skills, interaction with peers can

‘significantly increase achievement. N . .
| ;
QUALITY OF STUDENT+-STUDENT
RELATIONSHIPS ;
¢

Interpersonél interaction is the basis ‘or learning, socialization, and
development. While there has been considerable emphasis on teacher-
student interaction, the educational value of student=student interaction'has-
been largely ignored. There is evidence indicating that among other things
student—stuclent interaction will contiibute to general socialization, future

" psychological health, acquisition of social competencies, avoidance of en-

gaging in antisocial or problem behaviors, maslery:,and control of i_mp_ulses
such as aggression, development of a sex-role ‘identity, emergence of
perspective-taking ability, and development of high educational aspirations
and achievement. Simply placing students near each other and allowing
interac tion to take place does not mean, however, that these outcomes will
appear. The nature of the interaction is important. Sume interaction leads to
students rejeting each other and defensivety avoiding being influenced by
peers. When student-student interaction leads to relationshaps  charac-
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terized by perceived support and acceptance, then the potential beneficial
offects described in the previous section are likely to be found.

in order for peer relationships to be constructive influences, they must .

promote feelings of belonging, acceptance, support, and caring, rather than
feelings of hostility and rejectior.-Perceptions of being accepted by peers
affects the following aspects of classroom life:

.

i" Peer acceptance is positively correlated with willingness to engage in
social interaction (Furman, 1977; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson,
Johnson, & Andersan, .1978).

Peer acceptance is positively correlated with the extent to which students

provide positive social rewards for peers (Hartup, Glazer, & Charles-

worth, 1967).

3. Isolation in the classroom is associated with high anxiety, low self-
esteern, poor interpersonal skills, emotional handicaps, and psy-
chclogical pathology (Bower, 1960; Gronlund, 1959; Horowitz, 1962;
Johnson & Norem-Hebeisen, 1977; Mensh & Glidewell, 1958; Schmuck,
1963, 1966; Smith, 1958; Van Egmond, 1960).

4. Rejection by peers is related to disruptive classroom behavior (Lorber,
1966), hostile behavior and nega .ve affect (Lippitt & Gold, 1959), and
negative attitudes toward other students and school (Schmuck, 1966).

5. Acceptance by peers is related to utilization of abilities in achievement

situations (Schmuck, 1963, 1966; Van Egmond, 1960).

On the basis of this evidence it may be concluded that peer relation-
ships will have constructive effects only when student-student interaction is
charakterized by support and acceptance. In order to promote constructive
peer influences, therefore, teachers must first ensure that students interact
with each other and, second, must ensure that the interaction takes place
within a suppor*ive and accepting context. In other words, teachers must
control the group dynamics affecting student-student interaction.

When teachers promote student-student interaction in"the classroom
there are several dynamics of groups that should be taken into account.
These include the way in which learning goals are structured, the way in
which conflict among ideas are managed, the composition of the group, the
narms instituted witnin the group, and the size of the group.

e

<

GROUP GOALS AND GOAL
STRUCTURE

All groups have goals, and one of the most important aspects of group
effectiveness is the group’s abilily to define its goals and’ achieve them

I/
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successfully. The essence of a goal is that it is an ideal. It is a desired place
toward which pegpple are working, a state of affairs that people value. A
group goal is a future state of affairs desired by enough members of the group
1o motivate efforts to achieve it. In order to teach successfully, teachers need
1o know what outcomes they hepe to achieve. After their instructional goals
are formulated appropriately, a decision inust be made as to the type of goal
interdependence to be structured among students as they learn.

There are three types of goal interdependence that teachers may struc-
ture during instruction (Deutsch, 1962; Johnson & Johnson, 1975): coopera-
tive (positive goal interdependence), competitive (negative goal interdepen-
dence), and individualistic (no goal interdependence). A cooperative goal
structure exists when students perceive that they can obtain their goal if and
only it the other students with whom they are linked obtain their goals. A
cormpetitive gual structure exists when students perceive that they can obtain
their goal if and only if the other students with whon they are linked fail to
obtain their goals. An individualistic gual structure. exists when siudents
perceive that obtaining their goal is unrelated to the goal achievement of
other students. ' .

in the ideal classroom all three goa! structures would be appropriately
used. All students would learn how to work cooperatively with other stu-
dents, compete for fun and enjoyment, and work autonomously on their
own. Most of the time, however, students would work on instructional tasks
within the goal structure that is the most productive for the type of task to be-
done and for the cognitive and affective outcomes desired. It is the teacher
who decides which goal structure to implement within each instructional
activity. The way in which teachers structure learning goals determines how
sludents interact with each other and with the teacher. The interaction
palterns, in turn, determine the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruc-
tion. There is no aspect of teaching more important than the appropriate use
of goal structures.

Student-Student Interaction

Each goal structure will promote a different pattern of imeraction
among students. Aspects of student-student interaction important for learn-
ing include (Johnson & Johnson, 1975): accurate communication and
exchange of information, facilitation of each other’s efforts to achieve, ron-
structive conflict management, peer pressures toward achievement, de-
creaced fear of failure, divergent thinking, acceptance and support by peers,
utilization of other's resources, trust, and emotional involvement in and
commitment to learning. A summary of the research findings on the relation-
ships among the three goal structures and these aspects of student-student ,
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interaction is presented in Tablé 4.1 (for specffic references, see Johnson &
Johnson, 1975, 1978). Cooperation provides opportunities for positive in.

teraction among students;-whereas-competition promotes cautious and de.

2R
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by their peers; (h) students’ exchange of information; (¢) students’ motiva- -

tion to learn; and (d) students’ emotional involvement in learning.

’

fensive student-student interaction (except under very limited conditions).

When students are in an individualistic goal structure, they work by them.

selves to master the skill or knowledge assigned, without interacting with
other students. When teachers wish to promote positive interaction among
students, a cooperative goal structure should be used, and competitive and
individualistic goal structures should be avoided.

Of special importance for students influencing each other in regard to
achievenient, appropriate social behavior, cognitive and sucial develop-
ment, and general socialization is the degree to which each goal structure
affects (a) students’ perceptions that they are accepted, supported, and liked

IR s e

1

Table 4.1

GOAL STRUCTURES AND INTERPERSONAL PROCESSES THAT AFFECT LEARNING |

e Cuoperaive

T ——p—

Individualistic

Competilive

High leraction

Eifective communication

Facilitation of other's achievement:
helping. sharing, lutoring

Peer intluence toward achieve-
menl

froblemesolving conflict manage-
ment

High divergent and rish-taxking
thinhing

thigh trust

High acceptance and support by
peers

High emotional invulvement in
Jnd comnulment to learning by
Ainost all shudents

FHaigh utilzation of resources of
other students

Divasson of Lubor possible

e reasedd fear of failure

Low interaction

No, misleading, or threatening
communicalion

Qbstruction of other's achievement

Peer influence against achieve-
ment

Win-lose conflict management

Low divergent and risk-taking
thinking

Low trust

Low acceplance’ and support by
peers

High emotional involvement in
and commilment to learning by
the few students who have a-»
chance to win

No utilization of resources of other
students

Division of tabor impossible

Increased fear of failure

No interaction
No inleraction

No itteraction

No inleraction

No inleraction

No interaction

No inleraction

N interaction

Nu inleraction

No interaction

No interaclion

No interac ion

gy

Acceptance, Support,; Liking

T T TCooperative tearning experiences, compared with competitive and in-

dividualistic ones, have been found to,result in stronger beliefs that one is
liked, supported, and accepted by other students, and that other siudents
care about how much one learns and want to help one learn (Cooper,
Johnson, Johnson & Wilcerson, 1980; Gunderson & Johnson, 1980;
Johnson, johnson, & Tauer, 1979; Johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson,
1976; Tjosvoid, Marino, & johnson, 1977). Furthermore, cooperative at-
titudes are related to the bélief that one is liked by other students and wants

. 10 listen to, help, and_do schoolwork with other students {Johnson & ———

Ahlgren, 1976; johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). Individualistic at-
titudes are related to not wanting to do schoolwork with other students, not
wanting to help othe' students learn, not valuing being liked by other
students, and not vianting to participate in social interaction (Johnson,

e —rr—fALASAR-&-ARdersen; H978;Johnson—&=Norem=Hebeisen 197 A —Furthers——=—x=

more, Deutsch (1962) and other researchers (Johnson, 1974a) found that
trust is built through cqoperative interaction and is destroyed through com-
petitive interaction.

Exchange of Information

The seeking of information, and wtilizing it in one’s learning, is essential -
for academic achievement. Moregver, there is evidence that in problem-
solving situations, students working within a cooperative goal structure will
seek significantly mere information from each other than will students
working within a competitive goal structure (Crawford & Haaland, 1972).
There is also evidence that students working within a cooperative goal
structure will make optimal use of the information nrovided by other wu-
dents, wheireas students working within a competitive goal structure will fail
to do so (Laughlin & McGlynn, 1967). Blake and Mouton (1961) provide
evidence that competition biases a person’s percentions and the com-
prehension of viewpoints and positions of other individuals. A cooperative
context, compared with a compelitive one, promotes more accurate com-
munication of information, more verbalization of ideas and irformation,
more attentiveness to other’s statements, and more acceptance of and
willingness to be influenced by others’ ideas and information. Furthermure,
a cooperative contextresults in fewer difficulties in commuaicating with and
understanding others, more confidence in one’s own ideas and in the value
that others attach to one’s ideas, moie frequent open and honest communi-

1uv
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cation, and greater feelings of agreement between oneself and others

4. GRUUY PROCESSES . 137

greater desite to express-onels-ideas-tothe-class-HehasonJohnsonjohnson———

(Johnson, 1974a; Johnson & R. Johnson, 1975).
Motivation :

Motivation is most commonly viewed-as a combination of the pey-
ceived likelihood of success and the perceived incentive for success. The
greater the likelihood of success and the more important itis to succeed, the
higher the motivation. Success that is intrinsically rewarding is usually seen
as being more desirable for learning than is having students believe that only
entrinsic rewards are worthwhile. There is a greater perceived likelihood of
success and success is viewed as more important in a cooperative than in a
competitive or individualistic learning situation (fohnson & R. Johnson,
1975).

The more cooperative students’ attitudes, the more they sce themselves
as being intrinsically motivated: They persevere in pursuit of clearly defined

& Anderson, 1976; Wheeler & Ryan, 1973). Cooperative Jearning experi=.

ences, (:utl\pM@'(fWitl- compelitive and individualistic ones, promote greater
willingness to jresent one’s answers and thus create more positive feelings
towar] one’s answers and the instructional experience (Garibaldi, 1976;
Gunderson & Johiason, 1980), as well as more positive attitudes toward the
instructional tasks and subject arcas (Garibaldi, 1976; Gunderson & John-
son, 1980; R. lohnsun & Johnson, 1979; Johnson, Johnson, & Sken, 1979;
Wheeler & Ryan, 1973).

Instructional Qutcomes

There has been a great deal of research on the relationship among
cooperative, competitive, and individualistic efforts and the cognitive and
affective outcomes of instiuction (Johnson_& R. lobnson, 1975, 1978).

o ning godly-beteve that-itis theirown offorsthatdetermine their school

success; want to be good students and get good grades; and believe that
deas, feelings, and learning new ideas are important and enjoyable
tjohnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). These
studies also indicate that the more competitive students’ attitudes are, the
muore they see themselves as being extrinsically motivated in elementary and
junior high schools. Competitive attitudes are, howzaver, somewhat related
to intrinsic motivation, to being a good student, and to getting good marks in
senior high school. Individualistic attitudes tend to be unrelated to all
measured aspects of the motivation to leain. Being part of a ceoperative
learning group has been found 1o be related to a high subjactive probability
ot acadumic success and continuing motivation for further learning by taking
more advanced courses in the sabject area studied (Gunderson & Johpson,
1980). There is also experimental evidence which indicates that cooperative
learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, will result in more
intrinsic motivation, less extrinsic motivation, and less need for teachers to
set clear goals for the students (Johrson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1976).

Emotional Involvement in Learning

Students are expected to become involved in instructional activitivs and
tr benefit from them as much as possible. There is evidence thai the more
cooperative students’ attitudes are. the mare they express their ideas and
feelings in large and small classes and listen to the teacher, whereas compet-
tive and individualistic attitudes are «nrelated to indices of emotional
involvement in nstructional activities (Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; johnson,
johnson, & Anderson, 1978). There is5 evidence that cooperative learning
experiences, compared with compeltitive and individualistic ones, resultin a

101

According to sundreds of research studies that have been conducted,
dramatically different leaming outcomes will result from the use of the ‘
different goal structures, While space is tao short in this chapter to review all
of the research, the evidence concerning achievement, perspective-taking,
self-esteem, psychologica! health, liking for other students, and positive
attitudes toward school personnel such as teachers and principals will-be .-
discussed.
Achicvement

Johnson, Martyama, johnson, Nelson, and Skon (1980) recently com- ,
pleted o meta-analysis of 108 studies comparing the relative effects of
cooperative, competitive, and individualistic “learning sitgations - on
achieverent. The results strongly indicate that coopuerative learning pro-
motes higher achievement than do comyetitive and individualistic” instruc tion.
These results hold for all age levels, for all subject areas, and for tasks
involving concept attainmeni, verbal problem-solving, categorizing, spatial
problem-solving, retention and memory, motor performance, and guess-
ing-judging-predicting. For rote-decoding and correcting tasks, coopera-
tion does not seem 10 be superior. The average student in a cooperative
situation performs at approxiniately the eightieth percentile of students in
competitive and individualistic situations.

Perspective-Taking
An important instructional question is, **“Which goal structure is most
conducive 1o promotiag the emergence of social perspective-taking
abilities?”” A series of studies have found that cooperativeness is positively
related to the abitity to take the emot.onal perspective of others, and that

| 1 Ord
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competitiveness is related to egocentrism (Johnson, 1980; Barnett, Mat-
thews, & Howard, 1979). Cooperative 1earning experiences, furthermore,

4. GROUP PROCESSES . . 1.9

tion, and individualism with their responses on the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventary (MMPI). They found that attitudes toward cooperation

have been found to_promote greater-cognitive-and-emetional-perspective-

were significantly negatively correlated with 9 of the 10 scales indicating

taking abilities than either competitive_cr_individualistic_learning..experi-- —- -—-~——~psychological“vathdegTAlﬁmﬁe?waard competition were significantly

“ences (Bridgeman, 1977; johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1976,

Self-Esteem

Schools are concerned with promoting student self-esteem for a variety
of reasons. including school and postschool achievement and general psy:

chological health and well-being. There is correlational evidence that
caoperativeness is pasitively related to self-esteem in students throughout
elementary, junior, and senior high school in vural, urban, and suburban
settings; competitiveness is generally unrelated to self-esteem; and indi-
vidualistic attitudes tend to be related to feelings of woithlessness and
self-rejection (Gunderson & Johnson, 1980; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976;
Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1978; Johnson & Norem-Hebeisen, 1977,
Norem-Hebeisen & Johnson, 1980). There is experimental evidence-indicat-

4 g

=== Thal Cooparative tearning experiences, compared with individualistic

ones, .result in higher self-esteem (Johnson, Johnson, & Scott, 1978); that
cooperative learning experiences promote higher self-esteem than does
learning in a traditional classroom (Blar2y, et al., 1977; Geffner, 1978); and
that failure in compelitive situations promotes increased self-derogation
(Ames, Ames, & Felker, 1377).

In a series of studies with suburban junior and senior high school
students Norem-Hebeisen and Johnson (1980) examined the relationship
among cooperative, competitive, and individualistic attitudes and ways of
conceptualizing one’s worth from the information that is available about
oneself. Four primary “vays of deriving self-esteem are: (a) basic self-
acceptance (a belief in the intrinsic acceptability of aneself); {5) conditional
self-acceptance (acceptance contingent on meeting external standards and
expectations); {c) self-evaluation (one’s estimate of how one compares with
one's peers); and (d) real -ideal congruence (correspondence between what
one thinks one iz and what one thinks one should bhe). Attitudes toward
cooperation are related to basic self-acceptance and positive self-evaluation
compared to peers, whereas attitudes toward competition are related to
conditional self-acceptance, and individualistic attitudes are related to basic
self-rejection.

Psychological Health

The ability to build and maintain cuoperative relationships is a primary
manifestation of psychological health. Johnson and Norein-Hebeisen (1977)
compared the attitudes of high school seniors toward cooperation, competi-

-
<

negatively correlated with 7 of the 10 psychological pathology scales.
Attitudes toward individualisrn were significantly positively related to 9 of
the 10 pathology scales. Both cooperation and comipetition involve relation-
ships with other people, whereas individualistic activities involve isolation
from other people. These findings indicate that an emphasis on cooperative
involvement with other people and on appropriate competitior. during
socialization, may “promote psychological health and well-being, whereas
sacial isolation may promate psychological illness.

In addition, cooperative attitudes were significantly positively reiated to
emotional maturity, well adjusted social relations, strong personal identity,
the ability to resolve conflicts between self-perceptions and adverse informa.-
tion about oneself, amount of social participation, and basic trust and
optimism. Attitudes toward competition were significantly related to emo-
tional maturity, lack of a need for affection, the ability to resolve conflicts
between selt-perceptions and adverse information about oneself, social
participation, and basic trust and optimism. Individualistic attitudes were
significantly related to delinguency, emotional isamaturity, social malad-
justment, self-alienation, inability 10 resolve conflicts between self-
perceptions and adverse information about oneself, self-rejection, lack of
social participation, and basic distrust and pessimism,

Liking for Other Students

There 1s considerable evidence that cooperative experiences, compared
with competitive and individualistic ones, result in mote positive inteiper-
sonal relationships characterized by mutual liking, positive attitudes toward
each other, mutual concern, friendliness, allentiveness, feelings of obliga-
tion to other students, and a desire to win the respect of other students
(johnson & R. Johnson, 1975, 1978). There is evidence that cooperative
learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, promote more
positive attitudes toward heterogeneity among peers (;ohnson, Johnson, &
Scott, 1978), and that cooperativeness is related to liking peers who are
smarter or less smart than oneself (Junnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson,
Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). In studies involving students from different
ethnic groups, handicapped and nonhandicapped students, and male and
fernale junior l\ig!l school students, the evidence indicates that cooperative
learning experiences, compared with competgive and individualistic dnes,
promaotes more positive allitudes among heterogeneous students (Armstrong,
Johnson, & Balow, 1980; Cook, 1978; Cooper, Johnson, johnson, &

104 :
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Wilde_rson, 1990; DeVries & Slavin, 1978; Johnson, Rynders, Johnsan,
§chnndt, & Haider, 1979; Rynders, Johnson, Johnsan, & Schmidt, in press;
Slavin, 1978). '

o
'

Liking for School Personnel |

The more favorable students’ attitudes toward caoperation, the more
they believe that teachers, teacher aides, counselors, and principals are
imperiant and positive; that teachers care about and want to increase
students’ learning; that teachers like and accept students as individuals; and

_that teachers and principals want to be friends with students (Gunderson

& Johnson, 1980; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Ander-
son, 1978). Moreover, these findings hold in elementary, junior high, and
senior high schools in rural, suburban, and urban school districts. i sulsur-
ban junior and senior high schaols, student competitiveness becomes posi-
tively -related to perceptions of being liked and supported personally and
academically by @achers. Individualistic attitudes are consistently unrelated
to attitudes toward school personnel. There are also several field experimental
studies that demonstrate that students experiencing cooperative instruction
like the teacher better and perceive the teacher as being more supportive
and accepting, academically and personally, than do students expe-
riencing competitive and individualistic instruction (Gunderson & John-
son, 1980; Johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1976; johnson
Juhnson, & Scott, 1978; Johnson, Johnson, & Tauer, 1979; Tjosvold, Marinoli:
Johrison, 1977, Wheeler & Ryan, 1973). '

Summary

Perhaps the most important aspect of group dynamics a teacher can
control is the way in which learning goals are structured. The structure of the
learning goals controls how students interact with each other which, in turn,
greatly affects the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction. When
teachers wish to promote positive interaction among students (characterized
by peer acceptance, support, and liking; student-student exchange of in-
formation; motivation to learn; and emotional involvement in learning), a
cooperative goal structure should be used and competitive and individualis-
tic goal structures should be avoided. The emphasis on positive goal inter-
dependence among students not only will create the supportive, accepling,
and caring relationships vital for socialization but will also promote
achievement, persgective-taking ability, Lelf-esteem, psychological health,

‘hiking for peers, and positive attitudes toward school persannel. Within any

cooperative enterprise, however, controversies will inevitably arise. It is to
the management of such conflicts that we now turn.

105
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CONTROVERSY

In any learntng situation, conflicts among ideas and opinions are: inevit-
able. They w:ill occur no matter what the teacher does. And, like all conflicts,
controversies ha : the potential for producing highly constructive or highly
destructive outcomes, depending on how they are managed. A controversy
exists when one student’s ideas, information, conclusions, theories, and
opinions are incompatible with those of another, and the two then seek to
recach an agreement. The conflict resides in the two students’ attempts to
reach a common position. When two students, for example, must come to
an agreernent on the answer to a math problem, and they disagree as to what
the answer should be, a controversy exists.
- if managed constructively, controversies can increase student motiva-
tion, creative insight, cognitive and social development, and learning. The
process by which controversy sparks learning is outlined in Figure 4.1. It
begins, as does all learning, with a student categorizing and organizing

Cutngorizing, organiing, } .

and deriving conclusions

from present information

and expurier ces

v

Involvement .n & controversy.

Searching for more infor

mation, experiences, a1d @ . Purceiving that others disagree

with onn’s conclusions

inore adequate cognitive

perspective and reasoniig

fHocess
I

€ xperiencing concepluai

L—- conthict, uncertainty,

and disgquilibnum

Figure 4.1. The process of cortroversy.
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current information and experiences so that a conclusion is derived. When
the student realizes that other students or the teacher are challengihg the
student’s conclusion, a state of internal conceptual conflict, uncertainty, or
disequilibrium is aroused. This uncertainty motivates an active search
(called “epistemic curiosity"” by Berlyne, 1971) for more information, new
experiences, and a more adequale cognitive perspective and reasoning
process in hopes of resolving the uncertainty, By adapting his or her cogni-
tive perspective and reasoning through understanding ihe perspective and
reasoning of others, a new or reorganized conclusion is derived. The out-
comes of constructively managed contraversy will be discussed and then the
conditions determining whether controversy will be constructive or destruc-
tive will be reviewed. '

!

Outcomes of Controversy

.Thg process of controversy may lead to the following outcomes: epis-
temic curiosity, accuracy of cognitive perspective-taking, transition to a
higher stage of cognitive reasoning, increased quality of problem-solvin'g
and decision making, greater creativity, and higher learning.

Epistemic Curiosity i h ‘

-Controversy among students creates conceptual conflict, which leads to
epistemic curiosity. Conceptual ¢onflict exists when two ideas do not seem
to be compatible or when informa.ion being received does not seem to fit
with what one already knows {(Berlyne, 1957, 1966). Disagreement with
annther person can be a soﬂrcq. of conceptual conflict that provokes at-
tempts to explore the cther person’s ideas (Berlyne, 1966). The greater the
disagreement among students, the more frequently the disagreement will
occur. Moreover, the greater the number of people disagreeing with a
student’s position, the more competitive the context of the contrc')versy; and
the more affronted the student feels, the greater the conceptual conflict and
uncertainty the student will experience (Asch, 1952; Burdick & Burnes,
1958; Festinger, 1964; Gerard & Greenbaum, 1962; Lowry & Johnson,
1980; Inagaki & Hatano, 1968, 1977; Tjosvold & Johnson, 1977, 1978;
ljosvold, Johnson, & Fabrey, 1978; Worchel & McCormick, 1963). Thus,
there is evidence that controversy can create a conceptual conflict and
epistemic curiosity,

“Perspective-Taking
in resolving controversies, students need to be able to both com-
prehend the information being presented by their opposition and ta under-
sland the cognitive perspective their opposition is using to organize apd

- .
’
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interpret the information. A cognitive perspec’tjygf consists of cognitive or-
ganization being used to give meaning to a person’s knowledge and the
structure of @ person’s reasoning. Tjosvold and Johnson (1977, 1978 and

o Tjosvold, Johnson, and Fabrey (1978) conducted three ex'perinler'ls in which

they found that the presence of controversy promotes greater t'm,d_grstanding
of another person’s cognitive perspectivé than does the absence of con-
troversy. Students engaging in a controversy were bettér able subsequently

. to predict-what line of reasoning their opponent would use in solving a

future problem than were siudents who interacted without any controversy.

Kurdek (in press) found that high~cognitive perspective-taking skill was

related to arguing with peers in students ir\the'first threugh fourth grades.
"\

Cognitive Reasoning . R
Cognitive development theorists (Flavell, 1963; Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget,

"*1948, 1950). have posited that it is repeated interpersonal controversies in

which students are forced again and again to take cognizance of the per-
spective of others that promotes cognitive and moral development, the
ability to think logically, and the reduction of egocentric reasoning. Such
interpersonal conflicts are posited to create disequilibrium within students’
cognitive structures, which motivate a search for a more-adequate and
mature process of reasoning. There are several studies that demonstrate that

. pairing a conserver with a nonconserver, and giving the pair conservation

problems to solve, results in the conserver's answer prevailing on the great
majority of conservation trials and in the nonconserver learning how to con-
serve {Botvin & Murray, 1975; Doise & Mugny, 1979; Doise, Mugny, &
Perret-Clermont, 1976; Perret-Clermont, in press; Miller & Brownell, 1975;
Mugny & Doise, 1978; Murray, 1972; Murray, Ames, & Botvir, 1977; Silver-
man & Geiringer, 1973; Smedslund, 1961; Silverman & Stone, 14§2). There
are a number of studies that demonstrate that when students are placed in a
group wilh puers who use a higher stage of moral reasoning, and the group is
required to make a decision as to how a moral dilenwna should be resolved,
advances in the students’ level of moral reasoning rasult (Blatt, 1969; Blatt &
Kohlberg, 1973; Crockenberg & Nicolayev, 1977;-Kéasey, 1973; Kuhn, .
Langer, Kohlberg, & Haan, 1977; LeFurgy & Woloshin, 1969; Maitland &
Goldman, 1974; Rest, Turiel, & Kohiberg, 1969; Tuiiel, 1966). Taken to-
gether, these studies provide evidence thit controversies among students
can promote transitions to higher stages or cognitive and moral reasoning.
Such findings ar¢ important “as "thére s little doubit that "highér Tevels of -
cognitive and moral reasoning cannot be directly taught (Inhelder & sinclair,
1969; Sigel & Hooper, 1968; Sinclair. 1969; Smedslund, 1961a, 1961b;
Turiel, 1973; Wallach & Sprott, 1964; Wallach, Wall, & Anderson, 1967; °
Wohlwill & Lowe, 1962).
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Quality of Problem-Solving

The purpose of controversy within a group is to arrive at the highest
quality problem solution or decision that is possible. There is evidence that
the occurrence of a constroversy within a group daes result in a higher
quality problem solution and decision (Boulding,-1964; Glidewel!, 1953.
Hall & Williams, 1966, 1970; Hoffman & Maier, 1961; Hotfman, Harhmg'
& Maier, 1962; Maier & Hoffman, 1954; Maier & Solem, 1952). Further.
more, disagreements within a group have been found to provide a greater
amount of information and variety of facts, and a change in the salience of
known information which, in turn, results in shifts in judgment (Anderson &
fjgr;e;;ser, 1976; Kaplan, 1977; Kaplan & Miller, 1977; Vinokur & Burnstein,

Creativity

Controversy is_an important aspect of gaining creative insight by seeing
a p\rohlem from a differént perspective and reformulating itin a way that lets

new orientations to a solution emerge. There is evidence that controversy
increases the number of ideas, quality of ideas, feelings of stimulation and
enjoyment, and originality of expression in creative problem-solving (Bahn
1964; Bolen & Torrance, 1976; Dunnette, Campbell, & Jaastad, 1963; Fallé
& Johnson, 1977; Peters & Torrance, 1972; Torrance, 1970, 1971, 1973;
Triandis, Bass, Ewen, & Mikesele, 1963). And there is also evidence that
controversy results in more creative problem solutions, with more member
satisfaction, compared to group efforts that do not include controversy
(Glidewell, 1953; Hall & Williams, 1966, 1976; Hoffman, Harburg, &
Maier, 1962; Maier & Hoffman, 1964; Rogers, 1970). These studies further
demonstrated lhal_ controversy encourages group members to dig into a
problem, raise issues, and settle them in ways that show the benefits of a
wide range of ideas being used, as well as resulting in a high degree of
emotiondl involvement in and commitment to solving the problems the
group is working on. .

Achievement

Finally, there is evidence that controversy increases the amount of
mastery and retention of the subject matter being learned (Lowry & johnson,
1980; Smith, johnson & Johrison, 1980). Furthermore, students who experi-
ence conceptual conflict resulting from controversy are better able to
generalize the principles they learn to a wider variety of situations than are
students who do not experience such conceptual conflict (Inagaki & Hatano,
1968, 1977).

P
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Student-Student In‘eraction

Although controversy can operate in a beneficial way, it will not do 50

under all conditions. As with all conflict, thepotential for either constructive
or destructive outcomes is present in a controversy. Whether positive or
negative consequences result depends on the conditions under which con-
troversy occurs and the way in which it is managed. These conditions and
procedures include: the goal structure within which the controversy occurs,
the heterogeneity among students, the amount of relevant irformation dis-
wibuted among students, the ability of students to disagree with each other
without creating defensiveness, and the perspective-taking skills of the stu-
dents. | ,
Duetsch (1973) emphasizes that the context in which conflicts occur
has important effects an whether the conflict turns out to be constructive or
destructure. There are two possible contexts for controversy: cooperative
and vompetitive. Furthermore, there are several ways in which a cooperative
context facilitates constructive controversy whereas a competitive context
promotes destructive controversy:

1. In order for controversy to be constructive, information must be accu-
rately communicated. As was discusst«l previously, communication of
information is far more compiete, accurate, encouraged, and utilized
within a cooperative rather than a competitive context.

2. Constructive controversy requires a supportive climate in which students
feel safe enough to challenge each other's ideas. This evidence has
already been reviewed, and it indicates that cooperation provides a far
maore supportive climate than does competition.

3. In order for controversy to be canstructive, it must be valued. Coopera-
tive learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, promaotes
a belief that controversy is constructive {Juhnson, johnson, & Scott,
1978). ~ o

4. Constructive controversy requires dealing with feelings as well as with
ideas and information. There is evidence that cooperativeness is posi-
tively related and competitiveness negatively related to the ability to
understand what other people are feeling and why they are feeling that
wdy (see previous discussion).

5. How controversies are defined has great impact on how constructively
.2y are managed. Within a cooperative context, conflicts tend to be
. jined as problems to be jointly solved, whereas within a competitive
context conflicts tend to be defined as-"*win-lose” situations (Deutsch,
1973; Rubin & Brown, 1975).

6. Constructive controversy requires that students recognize sig\ilarities
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between positions as well as differences. Students participating in a
controversy within a cooperative context identify more of the similarities
between their positions than 2qut;gl-tudents participating in a contioversy
within a competitive context:{jligil, 1978).

e )]

A second major factor influencing whether controversy results in con.
structive or destructive outcomes is the heterogeneity among the students
involved. While the research concerning this issue is reviewed within the
section on group composition, it may be stated here that the differences
among students in terms of personality, sex, attitudes, background, social
class, cognitive reasoning strategies, cognitive perspectives, information,
and skills, lead to diverse organization and processiig of present information
and experiences, which in turn begins the cycle of controversy. There is
evidence that more controversy occurs in heterogeneous than in
homogeneous groups (Fiedler, Meuwese, & Oonk, 1961; Torrance, 1961).

If tontroversy is to lead to learning, the group members must pocsess
informatian that is relevant to the solution of the problem on which they are
working. The more information available, the easier it should be to solve
their problem. There are a number of studies that demonstrate tl.at groups
that have more information about a problem usually perform better than do
groups with less information (Goldman, 1965; Laughlin & Branch, 1972;
Laughlin & Johnsan, 1966; Laughlin, Branch, & Johnson, 1969; Laughlin,
Keer, Davis, Haiff, & Marciniak, 1975; Tuckman, 1967). Having relevant
information available, however, does not mean that it will be utilized. For
example, when the task is such that the correct answer is immediately
recognizable when it is proposed, it tends to be immediately accepted
(Laughlin & Bitz, 1975), but when the task is such that the correct answer js
nul imimediately recognizable, it may take one group member to propose it
and another member to support the answer before the group adopts it
(Laughlin, Keer, Davis, Haiff, & Marciniak, 1975). This later study, further-
more, found that even when the expertise of the grqup members was
uniformly very low, the group would still successfully solve the problem
about 20% of the time.

In orcler for controversies to be managed constructively, students need
to be able to disagree with each other’s ideas while confirming each other’s
/n’ursmml competence. There is evidence that disagreeing with other people

while imputing that they are incompetent tends to increase their commit-
ment to their own ideas and their rejection of the other’s ideas (Brown, 1968,
ljosvold, 1974). Tjosvold, johnson, and Fabrey (1980) and Tjosvold,
johnson, and Lerner (in press) conducted a pair of studies in which disagree-
1 while confirming the other's competence was compared with disagree-
ing while imputing the other was incompetent. They found that confirmation
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of the opponent’s competence resulted in being hetter liked, the opponent
being less critical of one’s ideas, more open-minded to and more interested
in learning mote of one’s ideas, and the opponent being more willing to
incerporate one’s information and reasoning into the opponent’s awn analy-
sis of the problem.

Perhaps the most important set of skills for exchanging information and
opinions within a controversy is perspective-taking. More information, hoth
personal and impersonal, is disclosed when one is interacting with a peison
engaging in perspective-taking behaviors (Colson, 1968; Noonan-Wagner,
1975; Sermat & Smyth, 1973; Taylor, Altman, & Soirentino, 1969).
Perspective-taking ability increases people’s ability to phrase messages so
that they are easily understood by others and to comprehend accurately
other people’s messages (Feffer & Suchotliff, 1966; Flavell, 1968; tHogan &
Henley, 1970). Engaging in perspective-taking behaviors in conflicts results
in increased understanding and retention of the opponent’s information and
perspective (Johnson, 1971). During controversies, perspective-taking be-
haviors (cornpared with egocentrically emphasizing one’s own infurmation
and perspective) results in more _reative and higher quality solutions (Falk &
Johtson, 1977) and in greater gains in accuracy of problem-solving
(Johnson, 1977). Finally, perspective-tal .ng behaviors promote more paosi-
tive perspections of the information exchange process, fellow problem-
solvers, and the problem-solving experience (Falk & Johnson, 1977;
johnson, 1971, 1977, Noonan-Wagner, 1975).

/

GROUP COMPOSITION

There has been a considerable emphasis on homaogeneous grouping
within education. Ability grouping or trac..ng separates sturlents defined as
being high, medium, and low in academic ability into separate classrooms
within such basic areas as reading. Yet there is no consistent evidence
stupporting such practices and, in fact, there is evidence indicating that such
practices produce negalive consequences for both achievement and de-
velopment.

It is reasonable to believe that a group’s behavior will be affected by the
distribution and patterning of such member characteristics as abilities,
knowledge, resources, attitudes, interests, personality dispositions, age, sex,
and social status. Within educational endeavors, the issue of homogeneity or
heterogeneity of students must be considered in terms of the influence of
group compositio 1 on achievement. cognitive and social development, and
socialization. Group composition must be evaluated in reference to the
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demands confronting the group, rather than in a vacuum. In addressing the
issue of how group composition affects academic achievement, cognitive
and social development, and socialization, current research on group
problem-solving, ability grouping, and cross- age interaction will be re.
viewed.

e
mhor

" Achievement and Problem-Solving

There is contradictezy evidence concerning the cffectiveness of
homogeneous and heterogeneous groups in problem-solving. Several
studies have found heterogeneous groups to be superior to homogeneous
groups in terme f the quality of the solution, creativity of the group sblution,
and member satisfaction with the solution (Amaria, Brian, & Leith, 1969;
Ghiselli & Lodahl, 1958; Goldman, 1965; Hoffman, 1939; Hoffman &
Madier, 1961; Hoffman, Harburg, & Maier, 1962; Pelz, 1956; Triandis, Hall,
& Ewen, 1965; Ziller, 1955; Ziller & Exline, 1958). Whereas, other studies
have found that either homogeneous groups’ arrive at better solutions than
do heterogeneous groups or that there is no difference between heteroge-
neous and homogeneous groups in terms of the quality of group solutions
(Altman & McGinnies, 1960; Fiedler, Meuwese, & QOonk, 1961; Haythorn,
et dal, 1956, Shaw, 1960; Falk & Johnson, 1977). The failure of heteroge-
neous groups to always outperform homogeneous groups raises possibilities
that when relevant expertise is lacking in the group, heterogeneity may not

aflect the quality of problem solving, or when group members do not have -

the skills to exchange information eifectively, heterogeneity may not be
utilized productively. In general, literature indicates that when there are
varied functions to perform in the group, when group members have the
social skills needed to exchange and utilize information, and when expertise
relevant to the group’s task is present in the group, heterogeneity is an asset.

Ability Grouping

It is a common practice in many schools to separate students through
ability grouping or tracking so that the rapid learners are placed in one class,
the average learners in another, and the slow learners in a third. The
rationale for ability grouping is that narrowing the ability range in the
classroom facilitates the provision of mnre appropriate learning tasks, makes
mare teac er time available to students of a given ability level, and stimu-
lates teachers to gear their teaching to the level of the group (Goldberg,
Passow, & Justman, 1966). While the practice has been widespread for at
least 80 years, and -heavily researched for 50 years, there is no solid evi-
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dence that any student benefits from such segregation. Ability grouping
remains a very-dubious practice. Some of its more serious problems include
(Johnson, 1979):

1. The reliability dnd validity of the measures to differentiate siow,
average, and rapid learners are low. 1QQ tests are not precise enough to make
such judgments concerning students, especially if the students ate not white
middle-class children. Lower-c ass students, impulsive stedents, students
whose basic language is not English, and many other types of students are
consistently misclassified on the basis of IQ tests. Furthermore, there is more
to being gifted intellectually than 1Q. Creativity and leadership, for example,
are also important qualities. Psychologists have not yet derived a defini:ion
of intelligence that is adequate enough to consiruct a valid and reliable
measure of it. For many reasons, the tools needed to differentiate among
slow, average, and rapid learners are not available at present.

2. Because of the lack of validity and reliability of the measures used to

wrong level. The second problem with using ability grouping is that once
misclassified, it is difficult fof a student to be reassigned. Once labeled,
always labeled! Jackson (1964) found that while 40% of all students should
be transferred from one ability level to another, only hetween 1 to 5% were
actually transferred. The rigidity of level membership once students are
assigned invalidates the practice of ability grouping in schools.

3. There is considerable evidence that ability grouping is segregated on
the basis of social class and ethnic membersh'p (Eash, 1961; Yates, 1966;
Goldberg, Passow, & justman, 1966; Husen & Svensson, 1960; Johnson,
1970; Douglas, 1964). White students who come from middle- or upper-
class families; and who are clean, well-clothed, and well-behaved have a
greater chance of being placed in the high ability track than their measured
ability would seem to justify.

4. There is ne consistent evidence that ability grouping will increase the
achievement of students at any ability level. The rapid learners do no!
benefit with higher achievement and in some cases the average and slow
learners’ achievement is damaged by the absence of more intellectually
oriented peers to interact with (Borg, 1964; Eash, 1961; Goldberg, Passow,
& Justman, 1966; Millman & Johnson, 1964; Svensson, 1962).

5. There is ne consistent evidence that ability grouping either raises or
lowers students’ self-esteem. Some studies find that the stigma attached to
being placed in the low ability track reduces self-esteem, while other studies
find that nigh achievers’ seli-esteem is so newhat reduced by homogeneous
grouping. Yet cther studies contradict such findings or find that ability
grouping in and of itself has no effect on self-esteem.
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6. There is evidence that teachers expect less of students placed in low
ability tracks and generally underestimate the capabilities of ‘each student

(Goldberg, Fassow, & Justman, 1966; Tillman & Hull, 1964; Wilson, 1963).

7. Ability grouping, by reducing the heterogeneity among students in
the crassroom, prevents students from obtaining neecled socializing experi-
ences and from gaining valuable .insights from wothers. The basic sccial
competencies r.eedud for heaithy psychological development may be better
provided for in heterogeneous classrooms.

Because of these and other problems, ability grouping does not seem to
be justifiable as a procedure to improve instruction or to facilitate intellec-
tual or social development. There are other more effective means of ensuring
every student is fully challenged and learns maximally. - The insiructional
strategies teachers use have far more powerful effects on student achieve-
ment and socialization than does the separation of students into ability
levels. ' : :

Same Age versus Mixed Age

- - -Age-homogeneity; which™was Aot introduced Tinto Anerican schools

until the mid-nineteenth century, is now firmly entrenched (Kett, 1974). Most
school classrooms are age-graded so that siudents spend most of the school
day in the presence of peers who are within 12 months of being the same
age. This is an unusual situation in the sense that in most cultures children
interact with multiage peers rather than with peers of the same chronological
age (Hartup, 1978). Barker and Wright (1955) in a study done in the United
States found that approximately 65% of children’s interactions with othe
children outside the school environment involved individuals who differed
in age by more than 12 months.

Hartup (1978) argues that mixed-age groups are well-suited to chil-
dren’s needs. He states: :

Sucial adaplation requires skills in bath seeking help (dependency) and giving it tnurtur-
ance); being gassive and being sociable; being able to attack others (aggression} and
being able to contain one's hoslility; being inimate and being self-reliant. Since there is a
greater likelihood that some of these behaviors will vccur in interaction with younger
children than with older children (e.g.. nurturance), some in interaction with- agemates
rather than non-agemales (e.g., aggression), and some in interaction with older childien
rather than younger children (e.g., dependency), mixed- age social contacts would seem
10 serve children in ways that same-age contacts cannot {p. 147}

There is some evidence that mixed-age classes might be preferable to

same-age classes in elementary schools. Ferguson (1965) found that both
second and fifth graders worked harder at simple tasks when social rewards
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‘were supplied by a non-agemate than by an agemate, On a social problem.

solving task third graders worked with greater speed, success, and task
persistence when they were the only third grader in a triad than when they
were in the majority (Graziano, French, Brownell, & Hartup, 1976).

There is some evidence that social learning occurs more effectively in
interaction with older children. Allen and Feldman (1976) found that in
tutoring situations, children prefer to be taught by children older than
themselves. Ih addition, Thelen and Kirkland (1976) found that reciprocal
imitation is more characterisiic of children’s interactions with older children
than with youngef children, and Peifer (1971) found that older children are
more effec tive-models than younger children. Finally, Lougee (1977) found
that older children are especially good models in situations calling for
difficult perceptual judgments or complicated skills rather than declarations
of personal preferences™or tastes.

There is evidence that the effects of previous isolation from peers may
be best repaired In interactionwith younger than with same-age peers.
Furman, Rache, and Hartup (1977) located 24 socially withdrawn children
i five childcare centers by means of observatiuns conducted over 2-week

periods. The identified children were social isolates but were not autistic or~

emotionally disturbed. For 8 children, an intervention was devised consist-
ing of 15 daily play sessions involving a second child who was 18 months
younger than the subject. For 8 chilcren, daily play sessions with a peer who
was within 4 months of their age were ananged. The remaining 8 children
received no treatment at all. Significant improvement in sociability occurred
in both experimental groups as contrasted to the no-treatment group (which
diil not change), but greater increases in sociability occurred among the
children exposed to younger peers than among those exposed to same-age
peers.

.

Summary

The question tacing teachers concerning group composition is whether
students should be placed in homaogeneous or helerogeneaus groups. Tra-
ditionally, students have been tracked on the basis of ability into separate
classrooms or have been placed inwo homogeneous groups with regard to
ability, skills, or leamning deficits within the classroom. While the researcl
findings are not consistent, the overall weight of the evidence indicates that
higher achievement by rapid, average, and slow learners will result when
they are placed in heterogeneous learning groups. This is especially true
when students learn within cooperative groups (Johnson & Johnson, 1978,
johnson, Skon, & Johnson, 1978; Skon, Johnson, & johnson, 1980);
Wodarshi et al., 1973). The weight of the evidence, furthermore, 15 against
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the.uise of ability grouping and tracking, and there are a variety of experi-
ences important for-socialization and cognitive and social development in
classrooms where students of various ages are given ine opportunily to
inieract and learn together.

CLASSROOM AND GRGUP NORMS

Students should not run in the hallways. Students should not use foul
" language in the classroom. Students should not strike classmates or peers.
Students should pay attention when the teacher speaks. Students should do
their homework. Stuclents should not arrive for class late. All of these
expectations are norms. Norms refer to the common beliefs regarding ap-

_____propriate behavior (Jobnson,.-1970). -They dictate how members of the

school, classroom, or group are expected to behave. Some norms apply to
all people within the classroom whereas others apply only to the teacher or
to the students. Because norms refer to the expected behavior sanctioned
ireinforced or punished) by members of the classroom or group, they have a
specific “‘ought to” or “must’’ quality; group members must not disrupt the
group’s work, group members ought to participate in discussions, and so on.
The norins of any group vary .in their importance. Those that are less
important for the objectives and values of the classroom or group usually
allow for a greater range of behavior and bring less severe pressures for
people to conform than do norms that are highly relevant for group function-
ing.

For a classroom or group norm to influence students’ behavior, they
must recognize that it exists, be aware that other group members accept and
follow the norm, and accept and follow it themselves. At first students may
conform to a classroom or group norm because groups typically reward
conforming hehavior and punish nonconforming behavior. Later students

may internalize the norm and cenform to it automatically, even when no

other group members are present.

Norms influence interpersonal relationships by helping people to know
what is expected of them and what they should expect from others.
Classtoom and group life is orderly ard predictable partly because of norms.
Furthermore, norms have powerful influences on the behavior of students
and teachers. They also influence how people view their physical and social
worlds (Festinger, 1950; Sherif, 1936), and what attitudes and values people
adupt (Newcoinh, 1952). Group norms can support and liberate members so
that each one can react as one personally feels (Asch, 1952, Milgram, 1965).
Finally, they greatly influence how students and teachers will behave in the

O classroom and during instructional activities.
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It is evident that the norms develop in student peer groups may help or
hinder the educational process. Coleman (1961) found in a survey of 10
midwestern high schools that the student norms valued athletic achievement
over acadenic success. Ir the schools-where these norms were most power-

*ful, the students who endorsed academic values were not the most intelli-
gent but were the ones most willing to work nard at an activity that wa>
relatively unrewarded by their peers. Orth (1963) in a study of the Harvard
Graduate School of Business found that the greatest number of .overachiex-
ers were ip a student subgroup that endorsed academic values, whereas the
greatest number of underachievers were in a student subgroup that was
nonacademically oriented. Hargreaves (1967) found that while sume siu:
dent informal peer groups valued academic achievement and {ooked down
upon ““mucking.around in class,” other student informal peer groups valued
obstructing teachers so that less material was covered in class antl looked
Jdown upon students who cooperated with teachers efforts to instruct. in one

_informal peer group truancy was encouraged, physical-violence was used
against students who cooperated with teachers, and destruction of school
property w. s valued. Other studies in both educational (Hughes, Becker, &
Geer, 1962) and industrial (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) settings suggest
that informal peer group norms can influence members to achieve at a lower
fevel than is desired by the organization. It is not uncommon for informal
pzer group norms among students o explicitly express disapproval towards
those who achieve too high or who overexert themselves for grades (don‘t be
a ""curve-breaker’’). Yet when teachers can successfully initiate classroom
norms valuing high achievement and cooperation with the instructional
program, a positive classroom climate can result, -

Traditionally, schools in the United States have chosen not to utilize
group norms systematically as a way to increase student achievement and
control disruptive student behavior. Consequently, peer group norms have
often hindered academic efforts. Yet the systematic use of peer group norms
have been successfully used to resocialize delinquents (Pilnick, et al., 1966,
Empey & Rabow, 1961; McCorkle, Elias, & Bixby, 1958), drug addicts
(Yablonsky, 1962), and alcoholics. Consciously changing peer group norms
has also been shown to eliminate discipline problems (ippitt, 1964). One of
the major advantages of structuring learning goals cooperatively {as com-
pared with competitively and individualistically) is that the peer group
norms will encourage achievement and involvement in instructional activi-
ties (Bronfenbrenner, 1962; Deutsch, 1949; DeVries & Edwards, 1974;
DeVries, Edwards, & Wells, 1974; DeVries, Muse, & Wells, 1971, Hulten,

1974; Spilerman, 1971; Haines & McKeachie, 1967), as well as more
on-task, studying behavior and less off-task, apathetic, nonstudying, and
disruptive behaviors on the part of students (Wodarski et ai., 1973; DeV'ies,

Edwards, & Wells, 1..744). .
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'GROUP SIZE- - ‘

- —

The number of students within a:class or learning group has several

important implicajions for academic achievement, cognitive and social

" development, andlgeneral socialization. Although optimum group size de-

pends on the groufy's task, composition of members, time available, level of
social skills of students, and many other factors, some of the mare important
aspects of group size are as follows: .

1. As the size of the group increases, the total iesources of the group
increases, but not the usable resources (Deutsck, 1969; Thomas & Fink,
1963). The range of abilities; expertise, and skil(s that are avaiiable to the

" group increases with the increasing group size, as well as the sheer number

of “hands” that are available for acquiring and processing information. The
usable resource per member, however, will often increase at a slower rate

than will the total resources and often will, beyond a certain_point, not

" increase at all. Adding a new member to a group of three will have more

impact, for example, than adding a new member to a group of thirty.

2. As the size of the group Increases, the heterogeneity among mein-
bors will also increase. The probability that any given characteristic will
appear increases as the size of the group increases, but the probability that
all members have a given characteristic decreases as the size of the group
increases, .

3. As the size of the group increases, the opportunity for individual
participation and reward decreases. The larger the group, the less opportu-
nity each student has to participate in a discussion, the greater the feelings of
threat and the greater the inhibition of impulses to participate, and the more
a few members will dominate (Bales, Strodtbeck, Mills, & Roseborough,
1951; Gibb, 1951; Stephan & Mishler, 1952). Barker and Gump (1964)
found that as school size increases, individual participation in high school
life decreases. : .

4. As the size of the group increases, the more the member’s energy
will have to be directed towards coordinating and assembiing the contribu-
tions of the individual members (Deutsch, 1969).

5. As the size of the group increases, the less 'iked, supported, and
valued individual members will be, and the greater the absenteeism, formal-
ity, conflict, and dissatisfaction with the group (Bavmgartel & Sobol, 1959;
Cleland, 1955; Katz, 1949; O'Dell, 1968; Slater, 1938). Olson (1971) found
that as class size became larger, interpersonal regard among students de-
creased.

6. As the size of the group increases, the clarity of nember’s percep-
tions of each other's degree of mastery of the material being learned will
decrease,
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steiner (1972) argues that the type of task interacts with group size, so
that in additive tasks (i.e., the outcome is the result of some combination of
individua! effdrts) and disjunctive tasks (i.e., the outcome depends on at least
one group member successfully performing tha task) achievement will in-
crease as ' size of the group increases. But or conjunctive tasks (i.c., the
outcome depends-on everyane in the group accomplishing the task) perfor-
mance may go down as.group size icreases. There are several studies tha!
suggest that class size makes no differenre in student achieveraent, but Sitkei
11968) stresses that there are twice as many studies that favor smaller clysces
over larger classes than vice versa. In a recent review of the research, Class
and Smith (1978) conducted! a meta-analysis of the research on ciass size
and achievement and, when the well-controlled siudies were separated
fron, the poorly controlled studies, a clear relationship between class size
and achievement was demonstrated. They found that achievement increases
dramatically as class size decreases trom above 20 to 2. Since it dogs not
weem realistic to recommend that class size in American schools he redured
to under 5, 10, or even 15 students, Glass and Smith’s findings may imply
that more instruction should take place in small learning groups-ra her than
with an entire class as a wkole, o )

Taken in its entirety, the evidence concerning group size indicates that

- the optimal size of learning groups within the classroom might befrom4 to 6
members. Such a group is large enough that enough diversity and resources

are present to facilitate achievement, and is small enougli that everyone’s
reosurces are utilized, everyone will participate and receive rewards for their
contributions. This size group also minimizes the energy nceded to coordi-
nate members’ contributions, acceptance and support is highlighted, and the
achievenient level of each student is clearly perceived by other group
members. When students are very young, however, or when there is a
marked lack of the social skills necessary for working productively with
other students, pairs and triads may be more praductive than larger groups.

GROUP PROCESSES AND THE
COGNITIVE SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL
VIEW OF LEARNING

in the first chapter a cognitive social-psychological view of leaming is
presented that emphasizes as a primary determinant of behavior the informa-
tion concerning apprupriate behavior gained from interaction with others.
There are two ways in which messages concerning appropriate hehavior are
sent by significant others; directly through expectations and indirectly
through structural influences such as the goal structure of the situation and
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the situational norms. There can be little doubt that developmentally, peers
becomeincreasingly important influences on ‘students’ behavior and Asl.-
titti 1os as students grow older and become more and more independent.of
.?.".ulls. Despite the prevailing concentration on adult-child rélationships ir;
education, it is the imessages from peers that in most cases students chaose to
Jtiend (o, believe, and incorporateinto their decisions. :

The gioup processes of the classroom deterfhine the indirect influences
-on sfudents’ perceptions of what is & ppropria:¢ Gehavior. By definition groub
norms communicate such expectations. Of equal importance is the goal

"structure of the situaiion. Watson and Johnson (1972) highlight the impor-

tance of situational structure in the Struciure-Process-Attitude theory of
attitude change. Each goal structure implies certain patterns of behavior tha
are expressed in"flie definition of the student role. The role of the-student
includes facilitating each other's learning in the cooperative situation, frus-
trating each other’s learning in the competitive situation, and ignoring' each
other’s learning in the individualistic situaticn. Such role expectations de-
termine how studenits interact with classinates. The interaction patterns

- determine what information is received from peers and the value attached to

the information, as well as achievement and other instructional outcomes
Especially important to learning is the feedback from peers in a couperative:
siteation that achievement-oriented behavior is desirec and apbropnate, as
mn]parled to the peer feedback that off-task, nonachievement-oriented- be-
havior is appropriate in the competitive situation. Goal structures establish
role expectations as‘to’ how students should behave, and in tiie process of
carrying out the role, the information they receive and the value they attach
to the informatinn are atfected. Cooperative interaction, furthermore
strengthens the positiveness of relationships amaqng students, thus increasiné

- the importance of peer feedback concerning appropriate behavior. In es-

sence, the go.\! structure influences students’ perceptions of appropriate
hehavior and attects the probability that students place on the likelihood of
being able to fultill such needs as affiliation and belonging. Thus, the
evidence reviewed in this chapter indicates that the nature of student--
student interaction and group dynamics affects the quality and quantity of
perceived messages from others regarding appropriate or expected b havior,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Teaching and learning do no- typically wake place within a dyadic
relationship between an adult and a child. Students’ learning takes place
within a network ot relationships with peers, and it is these relationships that
form the conteat within which all learning takes place. Student-student
relationships are an important and vital aspect of classroom learning and
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students” develgpment and socialization. There is considerable evjdence
that peer relationships within the classroom contribute to general socializa-

tion, develnpn{ent of social competencies and general psychological health,
management of agressive impulses, socialization of sex ioles, internalizgtion
of values, acquisition of perspective-taking abilities, and achievement/Con-
structive peer relationships, however, do not take place automatically, They
must be characterized by acceptance, liking, and support.

In order te ensure that accepting and supportive student--student rela-
tionships are developed, teachers may control the group dyr.amics affecting
the interaction among students. There are several >spects of group dynamics
that are important for such a purpose:

4. The structure of learning goals. It is important that students be primarily
placed in cooperative learning groups ,and that competitive and indi-
vidualistic learning-are used sparingly. : :

2. The way in which controversies are managed. 1t is important that con-
troversies be structured by the teacher in ways that ensure their construc-
tive resolution., :

3. The heterogeneity among students. It is important that students have the
opportunity to interact with diverse peers with different perspectives,
attitudes, backgrounds, abilities, and opinions, and of different ages.

4. The classroom norms. It is important that the norms of the classroom
support achievement and appropriate behavior by students.

5. The size of the learning groups. Itis important that the learning groups be
large enough so that needed resources and diversity are present, bul
small enough so that everyone's resources are fully utilized, participation
is high, acceptance und support of all rhembers i< possible, coordination
is easy, and individual accounlabil§t§‘ for legrning is feasible.
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Roger Johnson and David W. Johnson

At the door of the classroom Carl stopped d glanced
anxiously at the busy hum of students clearing thei: desksgf
in preparation for math. The special education teacher
escorting Carl to the classroom turned and looked intently"
at the child, a trace qf'a:§§ety appearing on her f;ce
also as she took Carl by the hand and entered the class-
room. Carl unobtrusively slipped into a desk at thefback'
of the classroom as the special education teacher chatted
for a moment with the regular classroom_teacher. :

Wiil I be liked? Will I be rejected? Will other §tudents ignore me?
These are questions that Carl is asking himself. Such questions are at

“

the heart of succegsful mainéireaming—-the integration of students with

" 4{ntellectual, ggg;%gpal, and physical handicaps into the regular classrqom.

For the past several ;yéars, we Tiaveubg_gp._. investigating procedures
regul;r cl?ssroom teachers can use to insure that mainstreaming is a suc-
cess. We begin with three aséumptiona: (a) thaﬁ it is unfair and un-
realistic to ask regular classroom teachers to become experts in special

education; (b) that any teaching strategy implemented in the regular class-

room to facilitate the integration of handicapped students should benefit
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the education of all students, not just those with special learning needs;
;3' L - and' (¢) that building positive relationships between handicapped and .

lnormal-progress qtudqnts is the first priority of mainstreaming. It is

mainstreaming becomes a gositive influence on the lives of both handioagped
- and normal-grogress students.

Why is the integration of handicapped students into the regular class~

room taking place? The purpose is to structure the classroom learning in

such a'way that - f

. o 1. friendships are formed between handicapped and normal-
progress students,

'im,-. 2. - the social skills of all students, are promoted' ' . >

3. the self-esteem of all students is enhanoed, and

I

}o
4. the achievement of all students 1s maximized.

"Sound great? Can it be accomplished by just placing handicapped students

in the regular o%assroom and letting life proceed as always? No, it can't. .

A
Placing handicapped students in the regular clagsroom is the beginning

of an opportunity. But, like all opportunitie7i it carries the risk of
making things worse as well as the possibiiit# of making things better. If
things go badly, handicapped students will hé stigmatized, stereotyped, and
rejected. Even worse, they may be ignored/or:treated with the paternalistio
care'one reservealfor pets. If things go;;ell, however, true friendships
and positive relationships may develop between the normal-progress and

handicapped students. What does the regular classroom teachar do to ensure

that mainstreaming goes well? The answer goes heyond explanations of the law;
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adultional forms to be completed; extre.meetinge to attend; or lectures on

a

various learning, emotional, and physical disebilities.

works in a classrcom setting and an understanding of the specified teaching

‘What is needed is'en”underEtanding of how the'procees of ‘acceptance

]

strategles that help to build positive relationships between handicapped

and ormal-progress students as they attend the regular classroom together.

This chaPEer defines mainstreaming, recognizing the relationship between

handicppped and nonhandicapped students as a key issue; presents the

process of social judgment as-hishlighzing the difference between accep-. a

tance and rejection of handicapped students; and details the specific

strategies for setting up heterogenmeous cooperative groups of handicapped

and nonhandicapped students to encourage acceptance, friendshipe, and

higher achievement. First, the rationale for mainstreaming and a definition

are necessary.

Rationale for Mainstreaming

The current emphasis on mainstreaming was brought about by a series of

factors including the following (Telford & Sawrey, 1977):

1.

2

3.

be

the failure of research studies to establish the effectiveness
of special classes for the handicapped. '

A realization of the inadequacy of medically and psychdlogically
defined diagnostic categories for educational purpd%es.

EViéence that factors irrelevant to education and aptitude, such
as soclal class, race, persomality, and manageability, were in-
fluencing special class placemernt.

abe

Documentation of the deleterious effects of stigmatization.
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In addition, Johnson (1979) noted that all students need equal arcess to
schoél resources, and that the haalthy social development of.handicapped
students requires that they be part of the mainstream of the soclal life of

same age nonhandicapped children and adolescents.

Access to Resources

School resources include both the Human and material elements that can

influence achievement and socialization (Johnson, 1979). These resources

may be access to highly motivéeed peers, spgcific socialization processes,

couﬁselors, or éspects of the curriculum and instructional programs. One
of the most important resamrces within the_schooi is péers who encourage
educational aspirations, achievement, and appropriate social behavio;. By
placing students in different classés or in diffe;ént tracks during high
school, educators detérmine who has access to wﬁom in terms of student-

student relationships. Assignmentito different tracks in high school has

been found to influence directly and indirectly educational aspirations,

academic self-concept, orientation toward intellectualism, whé is piéked as
friends, and who one wants to be like (Alexander & McDill, 1976; Karweit,
1976). Even encouragement to use school counselors and actual visits to
counselors has been found to relate with whether‘one is placed in a coilage

preparatory track (Heyns, 1974).

Long-Term Social Development
In order to develop psychologically, handicapped students must have the
normal life experiences of members of our society, such as going to parties

and dances, taking buses, shopping, and dating (Johnson, 1979). These

13y
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experiences usually are obtained in an adolescent peer gfoup as part.of the

process of adjusting to physical and social maturity. "If handicapped chil-

‘dren and-adolescents-are—segregated throughoue—their school_lives,_hew will

they develop the fiiends they need during adolescence? Gordon (1969) noted
that one of the most serious problems handicapped children.manifest, par-
ticularly as they grow into adolescence. is the lack of friends. He implied
that one cause ﬁor the lack of friends is the lack of social skills gained
in day-to-day interaction with nonhandicapped peers. Siegel (1969) con-
sidered the major characteristic of older populations of handicapped stu-
dents to be their lack of social skills. The isolation from and lack of

positive interaction with nonhandicapped peers is, perhaps, the most de-

Integration into the Mainstream

Any definition that does mot include the premise that mainstreaming
should be conducted ko maximize the likelihood of handicapped studeats'
access to constructive interacticns with nonkandicapped peers and normal
life experiences is incompleee. Placing a hae&;eapped student in the cor-
ner of a classroom and providing individualistiéa}earning experiences 1is
not éffective mainstreaming. Mainstreaminé,is suéeessful only if it in-
cludes the integration of handicapped students into friendships with non-.
handicapped peers (Johnson, 1979; Johnson & Johnscn, 1978). Thus, a com-
plete definition of mainstreaming 1s as follows:

Mainstreaming is the provision of an appropriate educational

opportunity for all handicapped students in the least
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restrictive glternative, based on .individualized educa-
tional programs, with procedural safeguards and parent

involvement, and aimed at providing handicagged students

handicapped peers.

what does the mainstreamed classroom look like? Exceptional students
spend most of the day in gegula: glassroomst leaviag occasionally to go to
a resource room or ?ésgurce center for educational assessments, ifidividual
tuﬁgring, or”small-grbup inatruc:ion, or to pick up and deliver assignments
preﬁa:ed by the resource teacher but complete& in the regular clasprogm.
The resource teacher and the regular classroom teacher, ﬁork;ng as a team,
may schedule a ctudent to use the resource center for a few minutes or
several hours, depending on the student's learning needs. The regular
classroom teacher and the resource teacher share responsibility for the -7
learning and socialization of exceptional students, and both take an active
instructional role. The exceptional students spend more than half the day
in regular classes. While the regular classroom teacher is responsible for
grades and report cards, she usually‘consults with the resource teacher in
grading exceptional students.

Some problems with mainstregming have yet to be solved. Too often,
special education programs are dropped and students simply are returned to
the same classrooms from which they were originally referred for special
help. Such a pactice does not allow for the fact that these students have

learning problems and, in the past, failed to learn in the regular class-

room. It is not doing handicapped students a favor to throw them back into
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a pool of normal learners and let them sink or swinm there. Regular class-

L SO R

room teachers are not receiving additional training in the instructional
strategies necessary for effective mainstreaming. |

One other point needs to be made about students' access to each othex
in the classroom: It is effeative and proper for classroom teachers to hold
a broad definition of mainstresming when it comes to interactions within the
classroom. The '"very quiet" student sitting by the window, the very bright
chaild sitting near the front, the disruptive student at the back, and the
responsible, ‘"average" student seated in the middle of the room all need
to be mainstreamed in the classroom setting right along with handioapped
atudents. All students gain by being part of a classroom climate empha~-
sizing the building of accepting, helping end caring relatiomnships.
Learning outcoaes for.ell students are discussed briefly in a later section
of.this chapter. For the moment, let us turn to one of the initial problems
in mainstreamingn-the attitudes of nonhandicapped students toward their

. handicapped peers.

Attitudes Toward Handicapped Peers '

Underlying the movement to integrate handicapped students into the

Y-

regular classroom are the assumptions that labeling will be reduced when
handicapped students are not physically separated from the regulaf class—-
room (Flynn, 1974), the stigma attached to handicaps will be reduced (Dunn,
1968), negative stereotyping will be diminished through increased contact
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students (Christopolos & Renz, 1969;

Fischer & Rizzo, 1974), and handicapped students will have equal access to
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the sacial vesources required for maximal achievenment and healthy social
and cognitive deveidpment (J;hnaon, 19795), Whether or not these.goals are
achieved depends on the pattern of interaction that teachers structure be-
tween handicapped and nonhandizapped students.
| Much of the éraditional research on attitude change has focused on
isolated and temporary experiences in which people are exposed to a :¢ingle
communication aimed at influencing—them 4n a certain way. The mainstreaming
situation, in which students interact with each other over a period of..
nonths and even years, is considerably more complex. Negative attitudes
toward handicapped peers exist before mainstreaming begins and first im-
pressions and the labeling process reinforce Quch stigmacization; but it is
the actual interaction between.handicapped and nonhandicapéed students that
determines whether a process of acceptance or rejection will mitigate or
strengthen the rejection of handicapped peers.
.The process of making socilal judgmenﬁé about handicapped peers is
reflected in Figure 1 and can be described as follows:
1. Original negative attitudes are based on the gepe:al stigmatiza-
tioﬁ of handicaps by society at large.
2. An initial impression is made om the basils of initial actions and
percelved characteristics.of the handicapped students.
3. Categories classifying the handicapped students' characteristics
are formed with labels being attached to each category.
4. Interaction with the handicapped studeants occurs; it 1s of great
importance whether that interaction takes place within a context

of positive, negative, or no interdependence.
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5. Depending on the social context within which interaction takes

place, a process of acceptance or rejection occurs. -

6. The process of acceptance results from interaction within a con-
text of‘positive goal interdependenge. which furthers promotive
interaction and feelings of aéceptance and psychologiéal safety,
differentiated, dynamile, reﬁlistic views of collaborators and
self, positive c#thexis toward others and self, and expectations
for rewarding and enjoyable future interactica with classmates.

The process of rejection results from interaction within a con~

text of nega;ive,or no1goa1§interdependence; pegattve goal inter- |
dependence éromotes appositionﬁl interaction and fqelipgs of psy-
chological rejection and threat, and no-goal interdependence re-

" sults in no interaction with peers; both lead to monopolistic,
static, and stereotyped views of clagsmates; nagat#ve cathexis
toward others and self; and expectations for distafteful and un-
pleasant future interaction with other students.

. wgnh further interaction, the process of acceptance or rejection
may be repeated. |

A closer look at key aspects of this process is warranted.

What is Stigmatization?
Goffman (1963) defined a stigma as a deeply discrediting attribute of

an individual. Goffman's work represents the only major theoretical work
in the area of stigmatization., He distinguished between an individual's
"yirtual social identify," which is the character imputed to the individual

by soclety, and "actual social iduatity," which reflects the person's true
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identity. It is virtual social identity that carries the discrediting
connotation. According to Goffmaﬁ, three types of stigma can be identified: o “%‘

- (a) physical disabilities, (b) character disorders, and (c) tribal stigmas,

| such as ethnic membeésﬂip_or.religious affiliation which is transmitted
éhrough the family and affects all members. When individuals have a stiéma
‘that is highly visible, simple proximity to others causes their stigma to .
be known. And certain stigmas (sgch’aa menial retardation) may be viewed |
by nonhandicapped students as disqualifying the handicap;ed students from
certain activities (e.g., academic work)., To the extent that a handicap
disqualifies students from major activities in the classroom, it influences
the handicapped students' acceptability to nonhandicapped peers. Finally,
'some‘stigmas may interfere with interactions with nonhandicapped peers
(€eB0s deliness; blindnese, and nonambulance), thus being-quite obtrusive
and leading to a lack of opporﬁunity to reduce rejectionQ These three
aspects of the visibility of the stigma (readily appareat, disqualifying,
and obtrusive) all affect the strength offthe feelings of nonhandicapped
students (Abelson, 1976). For most handicapped students, stigmatization
has taken place before mainstreaming occurs.
When handicapped students are first placed in the regular classroom,
there can be little doubt that nonhandicapped peers will originally have
negative attitudes toward them that reflects the process of stigmatization.
A variety of research studies indicates that students who are percelved as
hzndicapped by nonhandicapped studen;s are viewed in negative and prejudiced
ways, whether or not the handicapped chi dren and adolescents are in the

same or separate classrooms (Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrisom, 1972; Gottlieb
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& Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb & Davis, 1973; Jaffe, 1966; Johnson, 1950; Johnson »
& Rirk, 1950; Heber, 1956; Miller, 1936; Novak, 1975; Rucker, Howe, & | _¢;

| Spider, 1969)q

How ate Impressions Formed? E )
The segcond step in making spcial Judgments about handicapped peers

begins with thelformation of an initial impression when they enter the
claégraom.. One's cognitive representgcions of what another person is'like.'
\\ .are é;g;;iy influenced by the first few minutes of proximity,(ﬂeide:, 1958;
| Relley, 1973). First impressions can be strong and resistant to chanée,
evea with the introduction of contradictory information (Watson & Johnsoq,
1972). The formation of an impression of another person occurs through
'.percei;ing 1nitial act{ons and appearances and ggneralizing from these
initi;l impressious to the persoﬁ's total personality'(Asch;W1952). Three
important aspects of first impressions'need to be taken intb account:
(a) thq primary potency of being handipapped, (b) the number of character-
istics'includedﬁin the impression, and (¢) the dynamism of the impression.
Some characteristics are more important than others in forming in ‘
initial impression. Asch (;952) designated some characteristics as central
and others as peripheral; and Allport (1954) designated the characteristlcs
that overshadow much observed behavior as of primary potency. It is impor-
tant to note that even when nonhandicapped students have a great deal of
information available about a handicapped peer, the cha?acteristic "handi-
capped" may dominate initial impressions. And such characteristics as phy-

sical attractiveress (Berscheid & Walster, 1974) and perceived similarity to

oneself (Taylor & Rowiumake, 1976) have been found to be of primary potency.
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Impressions may be élassified as either differentiated or monopolistic

. on the basis .of the number of characteristics included in the impression
' and the way the impression is influenced by the requirements of a given

' situation; A differentiated impression includes many different character-

istics which are weighted differently in different situationms. Whea only a
few characteristics are perceived <ad they are weighted the same in all
situations, a monopolistic impression exists. Accordimg to Allport (1954),

humans operate under the "principle of least effort,” which means that

"monopolistic impressions are easier to form and maintain than differen- °

tiated impressions.

" Finally, differentiated impressions, by their very nature, are in a
dynanicrstate of change because of their tentativeness and the differential
weighting of cﬁaracteristics according to the current situ#tion. Hénopolis-
tic impressions, by their very nature, are atatic due to their rigid
weighting of a few characteristics of primary potency regardless of the
demands of the curreng situation.: )

As one forms-an impression of another person, one inevitably cate-

gorizes and then labels aspects of the other's appearance and actioms. It

is to the issues of categorization and labeling that we now turm.

How Does Categorization and Labeling Function?

When nonhandicapped ifudents form an impression of mainstreamed handi-
capped peers, they categorize the hau:licapped sfudents' cparacteristics,
attach a label to each category, and form 'a conceptual structure that or-
ganizes the overall impression, as qith all perception and iearning. Cate-

corizing and labeling are natural aspects of human learning, thought, and
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memory (Johmnson, 19/9), but. the way in which nonhandicapped students cate~-
gorize, 1abei and organiz¢ their impressions of handicapped peers has ime
portant influences on mainstreaming. Zategorization and labeling may lead
to differehtiat;d, dynamic; gnd-realistic impressions, or it may lead to
errors basédﬂoﬁ rigid stereotypes. |

Latels are a way of Sonaolidating 1n£orm;£ion in one easily re-
trievable térm. And labels inevitably carry evaluative connotations as
well as denotative meanings. Although labeling is inevitable, labels- |
appiied o handicapped peers may han negagive effects by emphasiziné
monopolistic categories of primary potency that carry stigmés, by encouxaging
treatmen: only in terms of handicaps, and by assigning handicapped students
to a low-power position. A . ‘ |

Combs and Harper (1967) have shown that ;ertain groups, sueh as pasy-
chopathic, schizophrenic, and cerebral palsied children, were rated more
negatively by teachers when labeled than wheﬁ unlabeled. Teachers also
held lower expéctations for performance from students labeled 'culturally
deprived" or '"juvenile delinquent" (Jones, 1972; Kelley, 1972); Labels,
furthermore, often define power relationships between the labeler an& the

labéled,placing the labeled in a low=-power positiomn.

What Kinds of Interaction Between Nonhand?capped and Handicapped Students

are Desirable?

Whan mainstreaming begins and handicapped students enter the regular
classroom, in the initial interactions nonhandicapped students form an im-
pressioa of their handicappéd classmates, categorize the observable char-

acteristics, and attach labels to the categories. The labels of "mentally
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retarded," "learning §isab1ed." “emotionally disturbed," ?hearingvimparied," ‘ v,
" and so forth, have negat1§e connotations that carry stigmas. Ffom the be-
{;ginning, therefore, handicapped students are perceived somewhat negatively;

and -this perception sets up the strong possibility of a process of rejection

'By nonhandicapped peers.

Physical proximity between handicapped'and notthandicapped students

&

: created by placing them in the same class:oom is the beginning of an oppor-
tunity, but iike all Oppoftunities, it carries a risk of making things
worse as well as the possibility of making things better. Physical prox-
1imity does not mean that stigmatization,-stereotyping, and rejection of
handicapped peers by nonh;ndicappgd students will automatically result, or
that handicapped students will automatiéally be included in the peer rela- ¥ t
tionships with nonhandicapped éiasgmates necessary for maximal achievement

aLd healthy social development. Several studies indicate that placing .

handicapped apd nonhandicapped students in close physical proximity (e.g.,

the same classroom) may increase nonhandicapped students’ préjudice toward | v

and stereotyping and rejection of their handicapped peers (Goodman, Gottlieb,

& Harrison, 1972; Gogfiieb & Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb, Cohen, & Goldsteln,

1974; lano, et al., 1974; Panda & Bartel, 1972). On the other hand, there

is also evidence;that placing handicapped and nonhandicapped students in

the same classro;m may result in more positive attitudes of nonhandicapped

students toward their handicapped peers (Ballard, Corman, Gottlieb, &

Kaufman, 1977; Higgs, 1975; Jaffe, 1966; Lapp, 1957; Shearg, 1974; Wechlser,

Suarez, & McFadden, 1975). This contradictory evidence is consistent with

previous research om ethnic integration, which irdicates that while contact -

1oy,
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between stigmatized aad nonstigmatized gtudents may be a necessary condition
for reducing prejudice and rejection, if;is‘not a sufficient one (Gerard &
Miller, 1975; Barding, et al., 1969; Shaw, 1973; Watson & Johnson, 1972;
Wolf & Simom, 1975). B i

During the initial interaction between noahandicapped and handicapped
classmates, furthermore, the nonhandicapped students may feelldiscomfort and
shaw "interactian strain." Siller and Chipman (1967), Whiteman and Lukoff
(1967), and Jones (1970) found that physically nonhandicapped persons re-
ported Aiscomfort and uncertainty in interacting Vith physically handicapped
peers. .Kleck and his associates provide evidence indicating tﬁat nonhandi-
aappad indidivuals interacting with a physically handicapped (as opposed to
physically nonhandicapped) person exhibited greater motoric inhibition
(Rleck, 1968); greater physiological arousal (Kleck, 1966); less variability
in their behavior, terminated interaction soone:, expressed opinions ﬂhat
were not representative of their actual beliefs, and reported discomfort in
the interaction (Kleck, Ono, & Hastoaf, 1966); and in the case of ‘a person
said to have epilepsy, maintained greater physical distance (Klegk, et al.,
1968)., Jones (1970), furthermore, faund that nonhandicapped college students

who performed a learning task in the presence of a blind confederate (as

"opposed to a sighted confederate) reported scronger beliefs that they would

have performed better on the task if the blind person had not.been present,
even ‘'when the actual performance datz indicated that the presence of a

blind or sighted person had no significant effects on the college students'
achievement. The discomfort many nonhandicapped students seem/;o feel when

initially interacting with a,handicapped peer may add to the risk that a
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‘monopolistic, static, and overly simplified view of handicapped peers as
being stigmatized may dominate relationships between the two groups pf stu-
dents when handicapped students are mainstreamed into the regular classroom. °
Whether interaction between ‘handicapped and nonhandicapped students

results in a process of acceptance or rejection is determined by the type

on interdependence among students' leuarning goals and rewards which is
structured by the teacher. Within any learning situation, a teacher can
strgcture positive goal interdependence (i.e., cooperation), negative goal
;nterdependence (i.e., competition), or no goal interdepepdence (1.e.,

"""" un_igéividqalistic efforts) (Johnson & Johnson, 1975). In a g?ogerative
learning situation, students' goal attainment is positiveélty correlated and
studenﬁs coordinate their actions to achieve the goal. Students can achileve
their learning goal if, and only if, the other students with whom. they are
cooperatively linked achieve their learning goal. In a competitive
learning éituation, students' goal attainment is negatively correlated and
one student can obtain his/her goal omly if the other students with whom he/
she 1s competiﬁively 1inked fail to obtain their learning goal. In an
individualistic learning situation, the goal achievement of each student is
unrelated to the goal attainment of others; there is no correlation among
students' goai attainment. Students' success are contingent on their own

performance irrespective of the quality of performance of others.

Student-Student Interaction

Each goal structure promotes a different pattern of interaction among
students. Aspecﬁs of student-student interaction important for learning

(Johuson & Johmson, 1975) are accurate communication and exchange of

0 15 |
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information, facilitation of each other's efforts to'achieve, constructive
conflict management, peer pressures toward achievement, decreased fear of

failurg divergent thinking, acceptance and support by peers, use of other's
tesources, trust, and emotional involvement in and commitment to learning.

A summary of the research findings on the relations between the three goal
structures and these aspects of student-student interaction is presented in o ns
Table 1 (foc specific references, see Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978). Coopera-
tion provides opportunities for positive interaction among students, while
competition promotes cautious and defemnsive student-student interaction

(except under very limited conditioms). When students are in an individual-

- istic goal structure, they work by themselves to master the skill or

knowledge assigned, without interacting with other studcnta.

In thc‘ideal classroom all three goal structures are used appropriacely.
All studen:sxlearn how to work cooperatively with other students, compete
for fun and enjoyment, and work autonomously. Most of the time, however,
students work on instructional tasks within the goal structure that is most
productive for the type of task and the.cogn;°ive and affectiye outcomes
desired. The teacher decides which goal structure to implement within each
instructional activity. The way in which teachers structure learning goals
determines how students interact with each other.and with the teacher. The
interaction patterns, in turn, determine the cognitive and affective out-~
comes of inatruction. When teachers wish to promote positive interaction
among students, a cooperative goal structure is used, and competitive and
individualistic goal structures are avoided. The obvious conclusion is

that positive wmainstreaming is facilitated by the cooperative interaction
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pattern and hindered by the competition of individualism. Let us look at the

processes of acceptance and rejection for further clarification of this con-

-19 -

clusicu.
Table 1
Goal Structures and Interpersonal Processes )
Affecting Learning
Cooperation Competition Individualism
High interaction Low interaction No interaction
Effective communication No, misleading, or No interaction
threatening communication '
Facilitation of other's Obstruction of other's No interaction
achievement: helpling, achievement
sharing tutoring
Peer influence towards Peer influence against Nc interaction
achievement - achievement
Problem-solving conflict Win-lose conflict manage- No inter~ction
management ment
High divergent and risk- .Low divergent and risk- No interaction
taking thinking taking thinking
High trust Low trust No interaction
High acceptance and sup- Low acceptance and sup- No interaction
port by peers port by peers
High emotional involve- High emotional involve- No interaction
ment in and commitment ment in and commitment
to learning by almost to learning by the few
all students students who have a
chance to win
High utilization of No utilization of resources No interaction
resources of other of other students
students
Division of labor possible Division of labor impossible No interaction
Decreased fear of fallure Increased fear of fail;re No interaction

\
\
1
i

\
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Process of Acceptance
The process of acceﬁtance (see Figure 1) begins with handicapped and
nonhandicapped students being placed:ﬁ1smal;, heterogeneous léarning groups
and given the assignment of_completing a lesson as a group, making'sure that
all members master the assigned work. In other words, a positive intexdepen-
dence is structured among students' learning gbals. There is a great deal
of research comparing the effects of cooperative, competitive, and indi=-
vidualistic learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978).- Compared with co;r
petitive and individualistié learming situations, working cooperatively.
with peers
1. creates a pattern of promotive interaction, in which there is
a. more direct face-to-face interaction among students;
b. an expéctation that one's peers will facilitate one's learning;
c. more peer pressure toward .achievement and appropriate classroom
behavior; | |
d. more reciprocal commumication and féwer difficultieslin com-
municating with each other;
e. more actual helping, tutoring, assisting, and general facili-
tation of each other's learning;
f. more open-mindedness to peers and willingness to be influenced
by thelr idees and infdrmation;
g more?positive feedback to and reinforcement of each other;

h. less hostility, both verbal and physical, expressed towards

peers;
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2. creates perceptions and feelings of
ae. ﬁigher trust in other students; \ \
~ b. more mutual concern and friendliness for.pthér students, more |

attentiveness to peers, more feelings of obligation to and
responsibility for classmates, and desire to wix_x the respect
of other students;

c.- stronger beliefs that one is liked, supported, and accepted
by other students, and that other students care about how
much one learns and want to help one learn;

d. lower fear of faillure and hig er psychological safety;

e, higher valuing of classmates; and

f. greater feelings of success.

Positive goal inter4gpen&ence creates the above pattern: of promotive
interaction and psychological states which, in turn, tend to creaté (a)
differentiated, dynamic, and realistic impressions of handicapped clags-
mates by nonhandicapped students and (b) a positive cathexisrtoward othe?s
and oneself.

Labeled handicaps lose their primary potency when a view of the handi-
capped peer as a person becomes highly differentiated, dynamic, and

realistic, A differentiated, dynamic impression includes many different

‘categories; each category is assigned a weight as to its impdrtance

according to the demands of any specific situation, and the weight or
salience of each category changes as the requirements of a situation change.
New information concerning the handicapped peers is admitted to one's im-

pression as it becomes relevant. Thus, if a peer is visually impaired, this
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category may be noted when the group is trying to read what the teacher
has written on the blackbo#rd, bu; it will be forgotten when the group is
discussing the materials under‘study. The cohceptualization of the randi-
capped peer stays in a dynamic state of change, open to modification with
new information, and takes into account situational factors.
| As ﬁonhandicapped btudents work ‘closely with handicapped Peers, the
students may be able to hide the extent of their disability when'they are
isolated, the intensive promotive interaction under positive goal inter-'
dependence promotes a realistic as weil as differentiated view of the
handicapped students and their disabilities. If a handicapped member of a
learning group cannot read or speak clearly, the other members of the
learning group begome highly aware of that fact. With the realistic per-
ception, lowever, there also comes a decrease.in the primary potency of
' the handicap and a decrease in the stigmatization cognecte& with the
handicapped person.
A direct consequence of cooperative experiences is a positive cathexis
in which (Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978) |
1. the positive value attached to another person's afforts to help
one achieve one's goals becomes generalized to the persom, and
2. students positively cathect to their own actions aimed at
achieving the joint goal and generalize that value to themselves
as persouns.

§
In other words, the acceptance of and liking for handicapped peers by non~

handicapped students increase when interaction occurs within a context of
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positive goal interdependence, and the self-attitudes of handicapped stu- “ .

dents become more positiye.

"Process of Rejection

The process of rejection is also described in Figure 1. When handi-
capped students are first placed in the classroom they carry a social
stigma that dominatgs initial impressions and leads to the formation of
monomoplistic stereotypes which are static and overshadow much oBserved
behavior. This initial tendency toward the rejection of handicapped stu-
dents by nonhandicapped peers is perpetuated by instructing students to
work alone with the purpose of either outperforming their peers (competition)
or meeting a set criterion (individualistic efforts).

-When interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students takes.
place_yithin a context of negative goal interdependencef;ccmpared with“
cooperative learning activities (Johnson, 1975, 1978) |

1. there is a pattem of oppositional interaction in which students

a. have little face-to-face interaction; |

be expect peers to frustrate the achievement of their learning
goals; |

c. face peer pressure agalnst achilevement and appropriate
classroom behavior;

d. communicate inaccurate information and frequently misunder-
stand each other;

e. are closed-minded to and unwilling to be influenced by peers;

f. glve each other negative feedback; and

g. express verbal and physical hostility toward peers;
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2., there are perceptions and feelings of
a. distrust for other'students;
fb. higher fear of failure and more feelings of failure; .
c. less mutual concern and feelings of responsibility for peers;
de being rejected and disliked by classmates.

Negative goal interdependence creates the above patterns of opposi~

tional inﬁe:action and peychological states which, in turm, create (a) mono=-

o polistic, static, and oversimplified impressions of handicapped classmates

by norhandicapped students, and (b) negative feelings toward others and
oneself. _ _ - .
When interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students takes
place within é context of no goal interdependence, students are instructed
to work on their own, without interacting with other students, with their
own materials, and on gpals that are independent from the learning goals ¢f
other students. In such a situation, there is no interaction among students
and d; structured interconnection with peers. The independence of students
during learning activities creates (a) monopolistic, static, and over-
simplified impressious of handicapped classmates by nonhandicapped students,
and (b) negative feelings toward others and oneself. ' |
Both competitive and individualistic learning activities provide little
or no information about handicapped peers, thus allowing initial stereo- : -
types to continue. What little information is avallable is likely to con-
firm existing stereotypes that handigapped peers are "losers.'" The

boundaries of the handicap are not clarified.

15y
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A direct consequence of vompetitiée experiences is negative attitudes ' .

in which (Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Johnson & Johmson, 1975, 1978)
1. the negative value attached to a classmate's efforts to achieve
bécomes generalized to them as pedplg (because if they "wia," yoﬁ
"lose"), and . o | ’
2. students feel negative about their own actions when they lose and
they genera}ize the negative evaluation to themselves as persons
(in the usual classroom, achlevement hierarchies are relatively
stable, leaving the majority of students concinually'co experience
failure).
Generally, the research indicates that in comparison with coopétative
situations, classmates in competitive sitatutiens are disliked and self-
esteem 18 lower for all studemts but the few "winners." Both self-esteem
and liking for classmates &re lower in individualistic than cdoperative )
learning situations (Johnson & Joﬁnson, 1975, 1978); the theoretical

rationale for these findings is somewhat unclear, however.

__nsg;f-Actitudes of Handicapped Students
The processes of accepcance“;ﬁa_rejeccion,createfexpeccations'for .—~.
future interactions between'handicapped and nonhandicapped students. The
process of acceptance leads to expectaticns of rewarding and enjoyable
experiences while the process of rejection leads to expectations of negative
experiences. These expectacions; as well as the labels and categories used
in noﬁhandicapped students' conceptions of handicapped peers, affect the

self-attitudes of handicapped students.

160
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The behavior of a stigmatized individual is"cbnsidered deviant when it
departs from socilal norms. Fov example, when a chiid labeled retarded per-

forms poorly on a simple intellectual task, he is behaving correctly; but

if the éhild successfully completes the task, he is behaﬁing inappropriately.

The social response to this behavior may be, '"What's wroag? You're not
supposed co be able to do that!" and may lead to the extinguish%pg of
achievement. behavior. Labels are stabilized when the handicapped student
accepts the label and behaves in accordance with it., The process of be-
coming hgndicapped, therefore, consists of three steps: the actions of the
child, the labeling of the actions as a handicap, and a self-concept change.
leading the child to consider ﬁimself handicapped. T

. The impact of peer expectations and labels may be especially powerful
for handicapped students. Turnure and Zigler (1958) demonstrated that re-
tarded children and children who have a history.of failure are more outer—
directed than are nonhandicapped children and children who ﬁavé'é histo;&
of success. This outer-directedness was demonstrated to increase the in-
fluence of models on the children's behavior. - It'also may ihcrease the
impact of peers' expectations and labels on self-attitudes.

When handicapped.students are viewed negatively, stereotyped and dis-
liked, and when nonhandicappedhstudents expect future interaction witi them
to be distasteful and unpleasant, the self-attitudes of the handicapped
students may become negative. When handlcapped students are viewed by non-
handicapped peers in aifferentiated, dynamic, and realistic ways and the

expectations are that future interactions will be rewarding, the self-

attitudes of the handicapped students may become positive.
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There is correlational evidence that cooperativeness is positively
related to seif-esteem in students throughout elementary, junior, and .
senior high school in rural, urban, andfsuburban gettings; competitiveness
is generally unrelated to self-esteem; and individualistic attitudes tend
to be related to Ieelings of worthlessqess and self-rejection (Gunderson &
Johnson, 1978; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson,
1978; Johnson & Noremrﬂebeisen, l977;_&orem-ﬂebeisen & Jobnson, 1978).

There 1is experimental evidence indicating that cooperative learning ez~

periences, compared with individualistic'ones, result in higher self-esteem

.(Johnson, Johnson, & Scott, 1978),-that cooperative learning experiences

promote higher self-esteem than does.iearning in a.traditional classroom

(Blaney, et al., 1977; Geffner, 1978), and that fallure in competitive
situations promotes increased self-derogation (Ames,“Ames, & Felker, 1977).
In a series of studies with suourban junior and senior high school
students Norem-Hebeisen and Johnson (1978) examined the relatlomship betwee?/
cooperative, competitive, and individua;istic attitudes and ways of con~
ceptualizing ogelg”ggrto from the,iuformation that ielagailable about oneself.
Four primary ways of deriving self—esteem are: oasic seif-acceptance (a
belief in the intrinsic acceptabilfty of oneeelf), conditional self—acceptance
(acceptance contingent on meeting extermal standards and expectations), self~-
evaluation (one's estimate of how-one compares with one's peers), and real-
ideal congruence (correspondence between what one thinks one is and what
one thinks one should be). Attitudes toward cooperation were found to be

related to basic self-acceptance and positive self-evaluation compared to

peers, attitudes toward competition were found to be related to conditional
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self-acceptance, and individualistic a;t;tudes were found to be related to

basic self-rejection. /

4

& 2

Cooperative Interaction and Mainstreaming

It should be noted that at anytime in the classroom the process of re-
jection can be replaced by the process of acceptance.by structuring cooper-

ative interaction between handicépped and nonhandicapped students. iThere
q .

is evidence that cooperative interaction between nonhandicapped and| handi-

-

capped students promotes acceptance and positive attitudes toward each

other as well as positive self-attitudes,

Interpersonal Attraction

Considerable evidence has accumulated that cooperative interaction,
compare& with competitive in;graction'gnd ind}vidualistic effofts, promotes
a great deal of interpersonal attractioniamong students (Johmnson & Johnson,
1975, 1978). When students expect to cboperate with each other and when
they acfually do cooperate,’peefs who_aré perceived to be markedly dif-.
ferent from oneself are liked, even 1f they lower the overall achiééement
of_the group (D. Johnson & Johmnson, 1972; S. Johns%n & Johnspn, 1972).

e,

Johnson, Johnson, and Scott (1978) found that cooperative learning ex-
/

periences, compared to individualistic omes, leadfto a greater valuing of

- heterogeneity among ﬁeers and to the choosing of/peers one has coéperated

with in the past for future leaming groups, even when these peers are less
able than uther classmates. !
The results of two large-scale surveys indicate that the more favorable

students' attitudes toward cooperation, the more positive they feel toward

neers who are less bright and also tlose who are smarter than oneself
/

. 4l
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(Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976};ohnson, Johnaon,o& Anderson, 1978). Attitudes
toward competition and individuaiiém are not-related to iikiné for eithef
set of peefs. From ;he seé%nd thrédgh tﬁe twelfth grades, in.rﬁral,_sﬁbur~
ban, and urban schools, cooperativeness is related to valuing other stu-
dents, no matter wﬁat their achievement ievels or intellectuai_potencials
seem to bef Cooperativeness, furthermore, was found to.be consistently re-
lated to positive attitudes towa:d.listening to and likiéh other students,
and believing phht one is liked by other students, while stﬁdents.competir;w\
t?veness and individualism are ﬁot related to these attitudes. .

-Filve studie; have directly compared coope;atively structured learning

with compe;itive apd individualistic instruction when handicapped students

vere main?treamed into the regularjclass:oom. In the first, Armstrong,

Balow, and Johnson (1979) compared cooﬁgrative with individualistic in-

struqtyon f; langauge arts for 40 iifth and sixth grade students for 90 ' [

Einutés a day for a four-week period. Twenty-five percent (10) os ;he

sample were males with iéarning disabilities. Armstrong aﬁd her colleagues !

found that the regular classroom students in the cooperative learniyg groups ’

evaluated their learning-disabled peers as more valuable and smartéf than

did the regular clascroom students in the individualistic condition. Regular

classroom students in the cooperative condition also believed' they kﬁew

their learning-disab;gd peers better, chose them for friends more often,
~ felt that they had been more frequenpl} helped by their learning-disabled. .

peers, and wished for'them to be removed from the classroom less frequently.

The learning-disabled students were far less isolated iﬁ the cooperative.

than in the individualistic conditiom.

‘ _~ 164
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In the second study, twelve second and third grade boys enwolled in a
summer swimming %rogram_were either taught in cooperative pairs or indi-
vidualistically (Martino & Johmson, 1979). Three normal-progress and three
learning~disabled boys were randomly assigned to each condition.. In the
cooperative condition a normal-progress and a learning~disabled boy were
randomly assigned to each pair. Observers recorded the number of times the

normal-progress boys iuteracted with the learning=-disabled stgdents.&uring
a fifteen minute free swim period at the end of each one=hour class. Over
the nine days of instfuctioh, in the individualistic condition there was
only omne instgnce of a friendly.intexaction between a normal-progfess and
a learning-éisabled student. In the cooperative condition there were up
to 20 daily instgnces of'friéndly interaction during the free'tima between
normal-progress and learning-disableﬁ students, with an average of 10
friehdly interactions per day. There was an average of 3 hostile inter-
actions between normal-progress and learning-disabled boys each day in the
individual}stic condition while there was an average of one hostile inter-
action per day betweeq the two types of students in the cooperative con-
dition.

In a study of seventh-graders, Cooper, Johnson, Johnson, and Wil&erson
(1979) studied the relationships between regular classroom students and
learning~-disabled and emotionally-disturbed students in cooperative, com-
petitive, and individualistic science, English, and geography classes.
Each class period lasted sixty minutes and the study lasted for fifteen

instructiomal days; students, therefore, received 45 hours of imstruction

in each condition. The researchers found that far more students reported

165



_special station schooi. The retarded students were functioning at a high

[ e e . . A —

Johnson & Johnson . : - 31 - Yy R L

! o
helping ard receiving help from their handicapped peers in the cooperative

than ia the otﬁer two conditions. Regular classroom students;in the

coopérative fnd competitive cond}éioné chosg handicapped pegrs for friends

more fiequcnély than did the non andicap) ed students in the individualistic

condition. / | , J
In a fourth field exper ment.the effects of coopé:aqive, individualis-

tic, and laissez-faire goal/ structures were compared on interpersonal attractioﬁ

between nonhandicapped junior hiéh school Etudénts and severely retarded

peers (Johnqun,'Rynders,/éohnson, Schmidt, & Haider, in press). Students

were from a.puﬂlic junior high school, a Catholic Junior high school, and a

trainablg level. -?tudents pﬁrﬁifigfted in a bowling class that met for
one hour per weeyffor:six we%ks. The results indicate that considerably
more positive, éﬁpportive, a?d friendly interaction took place between the
nonhandicapped and the retar%fd students in the caoperative than in the
other two conditions;

In the fifth field experignce interpersonal attraction between non-
handicapped junior high scﬁodl‘étudents and Down=-syndrome students from a
special atation school was studigd under coopegétive, cnmpeti;ive, and in-
dividualistic conditions (Rynders, Johnson, Johnson, & Schmidt, 1979).
Procedures were identical with those used in the previous bowling study.
Considerably more positive, supportive, and friendly interaction took place

between the two groups of students in the cooperative than in the other

two conditioms.

' 1 6 0
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Now that the process of social judgment has been explained and the
importaﬁée of heterogeneous, -cooperative grouping has been emphasized, the
question is, "How does one set up heterogenedus, cooperative groups in a
classroom?" For a brief summ#ry of the specific stratégies designed to
assist the teacher, let us return to the story of Carl which began this chap~-

ter. (The teacher's role in setting up cooperative-groups is described in

'mo#e depth in Learning Together and Alone, Johnmson & Johnson, 1975.)

Structuring Learning to Insure Integration

Carl glanced shyly around the classroom to see if anyone

was ﬁatching him. .Né one was. He began to relax a bit.

Carl was able to smile back as the special education

teacher gave him an encou}aging nod and lef& the room. .

How can the regular classroom teacher structure the interactions Carl

will have with the other students in the regular classroom? The teacher has
three alternatives:

l. The teacher can place Carl in competition with the other students
to see who is-best. Competition is based on students' success
being dependent on doing better than their classmates. If one
student wins, the other‘students loge. Competition among students
is, of course, out of the question in mainstreaming as it promotes
the rejertion of low-ability students as "losers."

2. The teacher can have Carl and the other students work alone, inde-
pendent of each other. Carl can then work on material specifically

suited to his ability level. What Carl does will not affect the

achievement of other students and what other students do will have

16/



~— e

Johnson & Johnson ' C = 33 -

. —_—

3.

nowéffect on Carl's achievement one way or the othef.“Yet such -
a péactice isolates Carl from his normal=-progress peeré and
creates a situation in which he will be ignored or disliked for
being "different."

The teacher can place Carl in a cooperative learning group with
several normal=progress peers with‘the assignment of completing

the lesson as a group, making sure that everyone in the group

-uqderqﬁands the material. In coogeratibn, students have a

vested interest in insuring that ot@gg;grdug members learn, as

the group'é\success,degends on the achievement of all members.

¢

'Helping, sharing, peer tutoring, and peer encouragement and sup=-

port for learning, as well as peer acceptance and liking, are

all hallmarks of cooperative learning experiences.

Cooperation is the'only learning structure that is consistent with the

purpose of mainstreaminz. In addiEion, it benefits average and gifted as

well as héndicapped students.

Structuring Learning Cooperatively
Carl shyly sank down into his seat, hoping the other

students would not notice him. Thc regular classroom
teacher announced that all students would be assigned to
math groups where they would work together to solve 12
story problems. Carl was startled to hear his name
called as he was assigned to a learning group. ~Joining
his group he studied the faces of Susan, Sam, and Sally

[

as they jovially assembled.

1645
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What do teachers do to set up heterogeneous cooperative learning groups
" and to insure that they operate ef’ :tively? Although there is no formula
- for using cooperative groups in instruction, there 1s a model that outlines
the role of the teacher. The following framework has been helpful to many
teachers in initiating cooperation during instruction. Each teacher should
feel free to modify the plan for his/her classroom setting and students. |
The model is presented for Carl's math lesson, but it works just as well in
other subject areas.
l. As far as possible, specify the 1nstr;ctional objectives. In the
case.of this math lesson, the objectives are to have every student master
the basic math skills needed to work the assigned problems.

2, Select the group size most appropriate for the lesson. With young

or unskilled students, the size of the group may best be two or three
members. With older or more sk;lled students, larger groups are possible.
In Carl's classroom, ;he teacher selected a group size of four students.

3. Assign students to groups. Usually, teachers wish to maximize
the heterogeneity in the groups, although, at times, homogeneous groups
are useful. A common procédure is to give the class a pretest and then
assign one.high student, two average students, and one low student to each

cooperative group.\ This is what Carl's teacher did.

4. Arrange the classroom so that group members are close together
and the groups are as far apart as possible.

5. Provide the appropriate materials. In the math lesson in Carl's
class, each group is given 12 story problems, one answer sheet, and a

checklist .or each member entitled, "How well did I work in the group today?"

164
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-6 Explain the task and the cooperative goal structure., For Carl's
math group the task is to solve the story problems and to insure‘that all
group mémbers-understand how to solve each one. Memhers indicate their
understanding by signing the group's answer sheet. (An alternative.to the
single answer sheet is to give each student an individual test on the
material and average the members' scores for the group‘s score,) Tﬁe
cooperative structuze involves a group goal (complete the assignment),
criteria for éuccess-(perfect score is éxcellent, 80 percent correct is

good, 60 percent correct is poor), am awareness that all group members

receive the same reward, and an understanding of cooperative dctions to

engage in while they are workidg together (listening carefully to each
other, praising each other, cheek;ng to make sure everyone understands the
waterial).
As Sally began to read the first story problem they
were to solve Carl began to méve his chair away from the
group. He felt panic. When Susan, Sam, and Sally turned
to him for agreement with their answer he backed his chair
further away until it hit a nearby wall, He looked away
from their expectant faces as his tears began to over%}myx
despite his best efforts to hold them in. - |
The teacher quietly appeared at Carl's side and asked
what was wrong. "I don't want tc work with anybody," he
. gasped, "] want to go back to uwy specilal classroom, ta'the
students I know!"
Observing Ca;l's frigh:, the teache. suggested, 'The

group needs someone to record its answers. Why don't you -

170



g
3

Johnson & Johnson : - 36 -~

be the recorder for the group? Susan, Sam, and Sally
wiil appreciate the belp."

After Carl was arranged in the center of the group
with answer sheet and pencil, the teacher moved to where
she could watch the group worke. Carl clearly was taking
his respomsibility as recorder seriously, listening
carefully to the answers given by the other group membersT
and writing them down as neatly as he could. ;ally '
especially seemed skilled in explaining how to work the
problems to Carl.

The neit d#y, observing Carl working in the group,
the teacher stopped nearby. Carl smiled at the te#cher
and left his group temporarily. “This is the most fun
I1've ever had in school!" he told her.

The story of Carl is true. It actually happened in a school wh%Fe
the authours were consulting, And it illustrates several important aspects
of using heterogeneous cooperative groups for imstructional purposes.

They are summarized in the final three aspects of the teacher's role:

7. Observe the student-student interaction, Just because teachers
ask students to cooperate with each other does not mean they will always
do so. Through observation, teachers can spot the problems which students
have in working together cooperatively.

8. Intervene as a consultant to help the group (a) solve its problems
in working together effectively, (b) learn the interpersonal and group

skills necessary for cooperating, and (c¢) check that all its members are
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learning the material. lCarl'a,teacher,helped to reduce Carl's fear of .
working with normal-progress peers by giving him a structured role to ful-
£111 in the group. The next step is to teach the normal-progress students
helping skills so that they can explain material sﬁccessfuily to Carl. )
Carl, furthermore, can be trained in various cooperative skills that help
the group work, even if he cannot do the academic work as quickly as his
peers. |

9. Evaluate the group'products, using a criterion-referenced evalua-
tion system. If a mainstreamed student such as Carl is completely umable
to do the ?ork assigned, the teacher may wish to use different syiieria in
evaluating hi§ work, to assign less material for him to learng/éo give hin
different material to learn, or to use improvement scores for him. At the

end of each lessou, ;eachers can have students complete a checklist on how

well they worked in their group.

Cooperation between Classrooms and Special Education Teachers
Successfully mainstreaming requires the help and attention of both the
special education and classroom teachers. There 1is a specific role for
each which requizes cooperation to form a team in which they coordinate
efforts to educate and socialize the students. The role of the classroom
teacher is as follows:
A. Primarily to structure learning experiences cooperatively and to
eusure that the small groups are heterogeneous, with handicapped
and nonhandicapped students in the same group. It is the coopera-

tive goal structure that promotes positive interaction among
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B.

C.

D.

studenfs, no matter how they differ from each othgr, and pro=-
vides a suppoftive context within which integfation of handi-
capped students can take place.

To specify a structured role within the cooperative-groups for
the éhﬁdicapped students. Many students being mainstreamed will

be fearful and anxlous about interacting with nonhandicapped

peers. Clear and structured responsibilities within the small

groups will alleviate such feelings.

To traip nonhandicapped (as well as handicapped) students in
helping, tutoring, teaching, and sharing skills. . To work
effectively within a cooperative learning group, studenté

must be able to help and teach each other, cdpecially when |
students are heterogeneous in ability. Many teaching skills,
such as the use of praise and prompting, are easily taught to
students.

To make the requirements for the handicapped students reascnable.
Some mainstreamed studenﬁs are not doing grade-level work aca-
demically in certain ways. This does not mean that they cannot
be part of a cooperative learning group. There are several ways
to adapt lessons so that students at markedly diffecent achieve-
ment levels can participate in the same cooperative group, such
as,

1. use different criteria for success for each group member;

2. vary the amount.each group member is expected to master;

174
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3. give group members different lists, words, problems, and
then use the_avergge percentage worked correctly as the
group's score; and .

4. use improvement scores for ﬁhe handicapped students rather

than actual performance.

Undoubtedly, handicapped students can be evaluated in other ways that do
!

not prevent their working with nonhandicapped peers.

E.

F.

To support tﬁe poéitive relationships among peers and the feelings
of success experienced by a;l students which result from partici-
pating in cooperative learning experiences. | ) ' '
Besides structuring heterogeneous, cooperative learning groups,
the gegular classroom teacher will want to establish a colla-
borative working relétionship.yith the special education teachers
who also work with the mainstreamed students. The special educa~
tion teachers are important resources for encouraging appropriate
academic and interpersonal behaviors by the mainstreamed students

in the regular classroom and, therefore, regular classroom teachers

should use them.

The role of the special education resource teacher on such a team is

as fdllows:

"Ao

To comsult with the classroom teacher on'setting up hetero-

geneous cooperative learning groups. Facilitate the use‘of

cooperative activities in which handicapped and nonhandicapped
students are in the same group by providing the regular class-
coom teacher with any help that might be needed to do so. Observe
the groups sysﬁematically, keepir, records of how the handicapped

and nonhandicapped st.uocnts interact with each other.

174
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o B. To teach the h;ndicappeé students structured roles. to emact in

ﬁ the small groups, Even if a siudent cannot.read. he can listen
carefullf and summarize what e#eryone in .the group is saﬁing,
provide%leadership, help to keep the group's work organize&,
and so &P° There is always some way to facilitate a grogp's
work,-nOYEatter what handicap a student may have.

C. To. teach the nonhandicapped students how to assist and help the -~ =
handicappred students. Some simple skills, such as the use of |
praise, Q;n be mastered by nonhandicapped students to improve
their ability to work in a heterogeneous cooperative group.

And there may be specific aspects of a handicap thatuthe non-
handicapped students need to understand in order to adapt their
interactions to include the mainstreamed students.

D. To consult with the classroom teacher on making the reqhirements'
for the handicapped students reasonable. The regular classrqpm
teacher may need some help in setting up appropriate criteria
and assigning appropriate work.

E. To support the positive relationships between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students and the feelings of success experienced
by-all students which result from participating in cooperative
learning activities. Low=-ability students will especially ex-
perience a great dea; more success in cooperative activities
than in competitive or individualistic omes.

Although many good teachers have mc/ed away from the predominantly

competitive mode of present classrooms to the use of cooperative groups,
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for msny other taschers the use of eooperative groups, as described in this
chapter, seems to be a departure from present praetice. Therefore a brief, .
/
'

"baek to basics" statement seems adviseble. The use of heterogenecus

cooperative learning groups benefits not only the handicapped students being

———

/ ~
The teaching procedures are straight-

clagssroom (Johnson & Johnson, 1975).
earn Yet the importance of

forward enough 8o that any'teacher can learn them.
erative learning experiences goes beyond the integration of handicapped

students into the regular classroom and the resulting inereases in friend-
ihips, social skills, self-esteem, and'schievement. Cooperatilon is as basic
to humans ds the air we breathe. The ability of all students to work.
eooperatively wits other people is the keystone to building and maintaining
stsple families, careers,'and friendsuips.' Being able to perform technical
skials such as reading and math are of little use if the person cannot apply

! - :
them! in cooperative iateraction with other people in.career, family, and

\
community settings. The most logical way to emphasize the use of students
knowlodge and skills within a cooperative framework, such as they will meet

as members of society, is to use ccoperative learning groups in the ‘classroom.
A very good case can be made to support the contention that nothing is nore

basie in education than Jearning to work cooperstively with other people.

1 Sum@ary
The central question in mainstreaming for the classroom teacher is, !
"How will handicapped and nonhandicapped students interact with each otheﬁ?"

Placing handicapped students in the regular classroom is the beginning of
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an opportunity but, like all opportunitiqs, it carries a risk.of making
4

things worse as. well as the possibility/of making things better, A Physica /

proximity of handicapped and nonhaudicapped-students does not guarantee
positive attitudes and increased acceptance; increased prejudice and r
jection may be the result. The crucial factor in whether a process of
acceptancc or a;process of rejection occurs in the cl;ssroom ig the kind of
student—studentiinteraction fostered by the teacher. Although competition
and individualism tend to support rejection, cooperative interactious between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students encourage the positive social inter-~
actions that bring handicapped students into the mainstream of classroom |
society. It is crucial to note that structuring learning cooperatively is
not something done for the hargdicapped students,'it is beneficial to all
students. The research indi tes that it encourages higher_achievement and
more appropriate self-esteem for all students and amore positive soclal
interactions throughout the classroom. :

) Cooperative_instruction is tased on a set of practical strategies :
which any teacher can maste: It does not reqi'ire the classroom teacher
to become an "expert" in special\education. .The model descriped in this

chapter provides a natural way for regular and special education teachers

to work together as a team.

17/
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Cooperative , : Mains - aming in this country .has in-

creased the number of exceptional chil-

Instructional Games: . dren in regular classrooms. Teachers have
' always had to deal with groups of children

‘Alternatives to the “who had a broad range of skills, abilities,

. - and interests; but mainstreaming has re-
Cﬁpgljmg Bee . sulted in even greater range. Such di-
\ o versity has forced teachers to examine,

abandon, or modify many of their stan-
dard teaching techniques and to seek bet-

Mara Sapon-Shevin ter ways of meeting the needs of all chil-
/Cleveland State University _ dren. '
—..—" Cleveland, Ohio Competitive games and activities have

long been criticized. Their use in teaching
and in motivating children is even more
questionable now that classes are de-
liberately and acknowledgeably heteroge-
neous on many levels. Faced with a wide
span of needs, some teachers have turned
almost exclusively to individualization—an
individual program for each child. Indi-
vidualization is appropriate for some as-

’ pects of the instructional day, but individ-
ualizing every aspect uf 7 child’s program
is not easy and probably not desirable.
Children need to acquire social skills and
need to work with others whose interests
and abilities are different from their own.
Cooperation, not individualization, is the
alternative to competition.

Cooperation can be defined as acting or
working with others for mutual benefit. As
a concept, cooperation is certainly not new
to schools, Teachers have often tried to
structure classroom situations that en-
hance cooperation and have long fostered
cooperation through such activities as
group projects and class plavs. What is

The Llempusan Shoud Juural weorth noting is the absence of cooperation

Nedume 7 Noamben 2 - .
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classes play for instructional purposes.
Consider the following scenario:

Mr. Thompson's fifth grade is playing
Spelling Baseball. The class has been di-
vided into two teams, which are seated on
opposite sides of the room. Mr. Thompson,
tries to divide the teams evenly, but he
soon realizes that the two groups are not
evenly matched. Albert comes “up to bat”
for Team B. Mr. Thompson gives Albert
the work “tongue” to spell, Albert spells it
correctly and gets a “base hit" for his team.
His teammates cheer. Now it's Brenda’s
turn. Her word is “heaven.” Brenda begins
to spell, then hesitates. Mr. Thompson
knows that speiling is not Brenda's
strongest subject and starts to help her. A
roar comes from Team B: “That’s not fair!
You didn't help our team!” Mr. Thompson
becomes silent and allows Brenda to finish.
And finish she does: “h-e-a-v-i-n-" A
groan comes from Team A. One student
murmurs, “Great. We had to get Brenda
again. Everybody knows she can't spell.”
Team B, which has also been intent on
Brenda's performance, lets out a yell,
“Yay!" A student says, I knew she couldn’t
do it!"” Mr. Thompson is distressed by the
unsportsmanlike behavior and resolves to
have a talk with the class on proper win-
ning and losing behavior and the feelings
of others. '

Let us examine the scenario in a differ-
ent way. Exactly what did the game ac-
complish? Mr. Thompson, being a diligent
and responsible teacher, knew before the
game who the good spellers were and who
the poor spellers were. The game tausht
him nothing at all about the children’s
spelling prowess. Many of the children also
well knew “their proficiency in spelling—
and their classmates'. The children might
have welcomed a chance to help one
another, to come to Brenda's assistance,
but the rules of the game prohibit helping,
labeling it “cheating.” Did the game teach
spelling? It is hard to say, but for many
children the game simply confirmed for
them the fact that they cither could or
could not spell well. Did the game develop
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pnsitive social interactions? Probably not.
Brenda left the game in tears, and after the
game some members of the winning team
were gloating. Mr. Thompson views the

.failure of the game as a failing of his
pupils. They took it too seriously. They
“weren't gracious about winning. They

made it a personal issue. Yet, many of the

behaviors he observed during the game

were predictable under the setup and the
rules of the game. At other points in the
day Mr. Thompson is concerned with
structuring positive social interactions, but
he has not yet come up with games that the
children can play for fun, gamss that are
not competitive. '

What would make a game cooperative?
How could such a game be designed? In a
cooperative game the obstacle that must be
overcome is not another person or another
group, but rather an external obstacle.
Two examples of external obstacles are
time and the inherent difficulty of a task.
The question is not, “Can we do this better
or faster than they can?" but, “Can’ we,
working as a group, accomplish a task of a
certain level of difficulty within a limited
time period?”

Competition and cooperation require
different skills. A situation requiring com-
petition is likely to call for only one skill,
which members of the group may have in
different degrees. A situation requiring
cooperation is likely tc call for a wide range
of skills, including coordinating efforts,
synchronizing behavior, and solving prob-
lems, and the group must find a way to
help members who are weak in some of the
skills, A cooperative spelling activity, for
example, would call for good spellers,
good scorekeepers, and children with good
handwriting and would also require chil-
dren who are good at coordinating and
synchronizing these various efforts.

If games can help children develop
skills needed in cooperation, the questions
still rem=in: Why bother? Why t ..
cooperative skills?

Competitive structures seem to domi-
nate schools and tend to be accepted as the
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only kind of structire possible. In an
analysis of goal structures in the classroom
Johnson and Johnson state:

Although there has been a great deal of
debate concerning various aspects of the in-
. structional situation, most educators seem to
assume that there are no operational
alternatives to the competitive goal structure
in which students are expected to out-
_perform their peers [1: 213].

Many teachers hesitate to abandon
competition and competitive games, believ-
ing that competition is the only way to
motivate children and to get them to
stretch their abilities as far as possible. Yet,
“after extensive experimentation, -Johnson
and Johnson (1) concluded that “a com-
petitive goal structure does not yield
higher achievement than a cooperative
goal structure.” (1: 218). Nelson and
“Kagan (2) found that children tended to
compete in conflict-of-interest situations,
and the tendency often interfered with
adaptive, cooperative problem-solving.
Nelson and Kagan (2) state that American
students cooperated so seldom that it ap-
peared that the environment provided
these child ren contained no experiences to
acquaint them with the possibilities of the
skills of cooperation,

Can the skills associated with coopera-
tion be taught to children? Several studies
have focused on the establishment of
cooperative behaviors among children and
have explored the behaviors displayed in
cooperative and in competitive situations.

.In a study by Nelson and Madsen (3)
thirty-six pairs of four-year-olds played a
game that required cooperative interaction
to get a prize. Two different conditions
were explored, one a “limited reward”
condition in which only one child could get

the prize and the other a “cooperative °

condition” in which both children could

geta prize if they coordinated their efforts.

The researchers found that in the coopera-
tive condition subjects quickly leamed to
assist each other, while in the competitive
situation most of the interaction was domi-
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nated by one child in the pair. The authors

concluded that the limited reward stimu-
lated maladaptive interaction.

If the ways in which children interact’

are to change, it is not enough to simply
abandon old, competitive practices. As
Johnson and Johnson (1) state:

If students have rarely experienced a
goal structure other than competition in
school, they will tend to form competitive
goal structures when left to their own de- .
vices. If all the organizational pressures
within the school are based upon the tradi-
tional competitive goal struciure, students
will tend to behave competitively,
whenever they are left “free to choose” [1:
216).

In an article critical of open education,
Kozol (4) states that the notion of a “heu-
tral” environment with a “non-directive”
teacher is a delusion; to provide no goal
structure is to ask students to place- the
traditional competitive structure upon
themselves. .

- Kozol's observation points to the need
to teach children to interact in cooperative,
mutually beneficial ways. Johnson and
Johnson (5) state:

We are for cooperation, not only be-
cause the sharing, helping, communicat-
ing, and mutual concern aspects of it are
consonant with our values, but also because
the research supports its use in a large
number of situations. All the research we
have reviewed, the research we have con-
ducted, “nd our own instincts indicate that
cooycration is the appropriate goal struc-
ture for most instructional situations. It
also seems to be the least talked about, if
not the least used, goal structure in schools
[5: vi). -

Research has sbown that children can
be taught to cooperate. The researchers
Mithaug and Burgess (6) fouand that when
a task required cooperation the“children
worked out ways to watch each other and
to coordinate their movements so as io get
the reward. Some attempts at coordination
were extremely elaborate and sophisti-
cated, involving group counting and the

7
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designation of a group leader. One of the
most important experiments in this area
was done by Azrin and Lindsley (7). In
their experiment, two children sat opposite
each other and had to insert pointed rods
intg opposite holes within .04 seconds of

each other to have a jelly bean appear. The -

experiment was carried out with ten
cooperative teams, and the results showed
that in the first ten minutes of experi-
mentation, all teams leamed to cooperate
without specific instructions. This experi-
ment is important because it established
the fact that cooperation can be taught by
arrangement of 'the environment without
speaﬁcally telling children what to do. The
expenment by. Azrin and Lindsley negates
the notion that a verbal explanation of
either cooperation or competition is neces-
sary to teach’' those behaviors. Teachers,

therefore, have the responsibility-for ar-
" ranging the environment so that desirable’

behaviors are displayed. To evaluate the
effects of a game, one must look at what
the children do during the game. The
worth of a zame is best measured by the
children’s behavior, not the teacher's in-
tentions. Attempts to teach-cooperation by
structuring a competitive situation and
then telling the students to “cooperate” are
not likely to be successful.

Even if we accept the importance of
teaching children to cooperate, it is still rea-
sonable to question/the valye of games in
encouraging cooperation. Do games really
matter? If I am interested in_teaching
cooperative skills in the classroom, why
bother with games? The.answers to these
apparently simple questions are complex.
Many teachers look on games as a way of
structuring. fun, a way of balancing
academic study. Games do, nonetheless,
structure interactions between children,

and it is often difficult to control the im-.

pact of a game or to limit its effects to game
time. Teachers whose pupils have re-
turned from physical education class still
feuding about who was really out in the
Dodge Ball game, or still picking on a
classmate because “he made us lose,” know

\
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that time divisions may not be clear-cut.
The schedule on the board may say

10:00-10:30 Math
10:80-10:45 Game Time
10:45-11:30 Reading

but the boundaries are blurred.. Pro-
ponenis of role-playing for children often
use ;his propensity for carry-over, hoping
to structure interaction between non-
friends—interaction that will affect their
behavior outside the role-playing situation.
It should not be astonishing that teachers

. often see in games illicit as well as hcn; ex-

tensions of social behaviors. :

- Many teachers who are serlously con-
cerned with the interaction pattefns in
their classroom conscnennously seek strat-
egies in teaching and in managenient that
encnurage cooperation, sharing, turn- .
takmg. and!.other socially ‘desirdble resolu-
tions to conflict. It may be useful to
examine the games these same teachers
initiate—not what the games say they are
designed for, but what the children will be
doing to, for,c or with one another. One
may well find basic contradictions between
the solutions the teacher prpposes to
common classroom problenis and the solu-
tions a game dictates for simildr problems.

' - Take one problem that teachers often face:

finding themselves with more students
than matenals—twenty-ﬁve students and

_only seventeen copnes of the social studies

textbook. In such a situation, teachers gen-
erally encourage children to share books,
to take turns with them. If each child can-
no\ have a book, the problem must be
worked out. Many games structure situa-

- tions of scarcity (Musical Chairs, Indian

Club Snatch). Each child must get one ob-
ject (a chair, a club), and the children who
do not are climinated. In such a situation,
behaviors that lead to success are grabbing,
pushing, or in other ways monopelizing
materials. One would certainly not want to
argue, simplistically, that the game causes
pushing and grabbing in other situations.
Yet, one must surely question the lack of
consistency between learning to share and
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""learning to win,"and wonder what message

children really get.

Similarly, many teachers are concemed
with building an atmosphere of trust in
their classroom. They want their students
to treat one another with compassion ‘and
concern,.and to have confidence that no
one is out to get them or to do them dis-
service. Yet, many teachers also play Simon
Says with their students, structuring a situ-
ation in which children deliberately try to
confuse and trick their classmates into
making a mistake. Additionally, the leader
of Simon Says can by his or her verbal re-
port: eliminate another child. Differences
between leader and player can lead to the
familiar ¢ycle: “*You're out, you touched
your elbow, 1 saw.” “No, | did not.

"You're a liar." Ong could look at such.

interactions either as students' {ailings or
as predlctable ‘components of the game,

literally dictated or sgructured by the rules .

of the game.

Teachers must look at all aspects of
their curriculum to;determine what mes-
sages are being con\ eyed to children and
what behdviors they are establishinhg
through teaching and mapagement.
Games are ostensibly “only for fun” and
therefore not thought of as needing seri-
ous analysis; Yet, games are part of the
school day and part pf what children do in
school under the ditection and the super-
vision of the teacherj

What exactly, then, would a coopera-

"tive instructional activity or game be like?

What would the children do? An examina-
tion of a few games;can make clear some
principles of designing such activities.

One type of cooperative activity called a
“Sequence Game" stfuctures a situation .in
which children must watch one another for
a cue to do their part. Their action be-
comes the cue for th¢ next student. In one
sequence game, eacth student receives a
card. Some of the cards read: |

When someone Hops like a bunny, you
say. "What does an elephant.do when he
breaks his toe?”

~7 \
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When someone gets up and asks a rid-
dle, you say, “He calls a tow truck.”
When somceone says, “He calls a tow
truck,” you get up and start swimming,
When someone gets up and starts
: swimming, you say, “$/He’s swimming the
English Channel.
When someone says, "\SlHe s swimming
the English Channel,” you say, “What
channel is that on?”

One card is distributed to each member
of the group. By following the instructions
on the cards, the class presents a story, or -
scenario, or simply a series of one-liners. ,
The interaction, however, is the key. To’
time -“forts appropriately, the students,
mus. atch one another. They cannot
simply take their turn; they must see where
their part fits into the rest of the story. An
activity of this kind strengthens the skill of -
synchronizing one's efforts to create a,
smooth flow of action.

This type ol activity need not be limited
to wards. Players can do a series of pan-

. tomimes'in which one player's movements

are the cue for the next player's. Sequence
activities can also be written {or academic
subjects. The.activities might incorporate
information about types of geological
structures or the life of members of a dif-
ferent culture. Students with complemen-
tary skills or strengths might be given cards
to share: a good reader might be paired
with a good mterpreter.

Many students and teachers know the
game Concentration. This standard com-
petitive game, like other similar games, can
be modlﬁed to' make it cooperative. In
Conebntration cards with matching words
or plcflures on thém are all turned face
down on the floor or thetable, and stu-
dents take turns trying to match cards. The
competitive nature ofithe game'keeps stu-
dents from helping orie another. To help
another player is to contribute to someone
else's success and your failure. In a game
of Cooperative Concentration, all students |
take turns trying to make all the possible;
matches in the group. All the players sit int

a.circle, hiding their cards. Players take
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turns moving around the circle, calling for
two cards to be revealed (the card. of two
other players, or onc card of the player
taking a turn and one card of one other
player). If the group agrees that the cards
match, the pair of matching cards is put
into the center. Wher'Lall the cards have
been matched, the ga

who is no longer hol?‘ing‘"cards can” still
take tums calling on other players in his or
her own turn. In such a game, the collab-
oration of players contributes to the suc-
vess of the whole group. Players remember
where cards are, call on fellow students by
naine, aitd make matches. A game such as
this can be adapted to almost any subject
area or level of difficulty. Young children
could match cards showing colors with
cards listing color words, numbers with
numerals, and pictures of animals with the
names of animals. Older children could
match words and their definitions, sen-

tences missing punctuation with the mark

of punctuation needed, states.with their

capital cities, or presidents and their terms.”

One important benefit emerge: from
cooperative games: children who have
poor skills in ‘a certain area can receive
help and advice from children who are
more skilled. In a competitive sjtuation,

- the.irhpetus for helping a less skilled player

,is simply not preserit. In a competitive
math game, the child who can multiply

“only by using his fingers or beads will prob-
" ably not be able to participate success-

fully, either because he will take longer

“and thus lose, or because using beads or

‘fingers will be considered “unfair” by
players who do not need such devices. In a

cooperative situation, each child’s success

contributes to the success of the group,
and players can be supportive of other
members’ alternative methods. '

“Traditional games can be made into
céoper:x}ive activities, Dominoes can be
-played as a cooperative game in which the
object of the game is for the gr(];p to use
up as many dominoes as possible or to
make the longest chain possible. Before

beginrjing the game, the group can discuss .
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various ways of incorporating as many
players and as many pieces as possible,
This idea can be extended to dominoes
labeled with word., that go together in
some way. Cat may be matched with &itten,
colt with horse, and cow with calf. Tofieka can
be matched with .(nnsas, Madison with Wis-
consin,”and Columbus with Ohio. Players can

take turns placing the flominoes in the
proper sequence. ,

" When cooperative games are
suggested, teachers often ask, “Will the
children find them interesting and chai-
lenging after playing competiuve games
for most of their lives?” This question can
be answered in several ways. Some chil-
dren are likely to object when a new

framework is established for a game. The

objections can probably be overcome once
ichildren realize that the new games are not
'necessarily easier, only different. One

, must acknowledge that in many ways we

have taught children what to consider fun.
Our Ianguage and labeling socialize chil-
dren to consider certain activities as work,
others as play. Thus, objections'can prob-
ably be overcome by having the children
experience a cooperative game that is chal-

-/

/

lenging and difficult, and that truly re- .

quires the effort of many children. We can
teach children to consider as fun activities
that do not involve a sole winner and mul-
tiple losers. '

. . ° 0/‘.
In determinin; whether a .game.is -

cooperative and in designing or modifying
‘games so that they, are cooperative, certa’
questions may be useful:

Is there real interaction or are children
simply taking turns? o

Wil the students be talking to one

- another, asking one another questions,

'guiding one another physically?

If the game does not really demand
interaction, c¢an the rules be restructured
'so that interaction is necessary?

How much pressure is placed on any
or.e individual player? If the answer is
“lots,” perhaps the game can be re-
structured [so that mechanisms are pro-
vided tor other students to help, coach, or

NOVEMBER 1978

194




in other ways assist players. With rules of

this kind, the games can be played by chil-
dren who are not.equally matched in all
ways, thus providing learning experiences
(and perhaps teaching experiences) for all
children.

Could one or more players simply sit
back and not participate? Or, could a
player or two take over the game and
monopolize the action? If the answer to
these questions is yes, you may need rules
to prevent these eventualities and to insure
that the energies, bodies, abilities, or skills
of all children are used in some way. All

children may not need to be doing the-

same thing, but all children should be
needed.

The structuring of competitive, win-
lose situations for children in the class-
room is often considered necessary in

“preparing children for the outside
world.” It is often said that onlv if children
have experienced intensely competitive
g situations will they be able to deal with the
competitive real world. This assumption
can be countered on many levels. First,
many activities in the real world involve
and require cooperation. Much of our
daily social interaction involves asking for
and receiving information from others,
group protlem-solving, and integrating
information from various sources. Fur-

thermore, one can argue that the reality of

_the outside world is to a large extent a re-
sult of the preparaiion we give for it. If
children experience only competitive
structures in school, the likelihood of their
establishing competitive structures when
they are no longer in school is vasty in-
creased. Teachers not onlv teach their stu-
dents to live and work in the real world,
but also play a prominent role in shaping
that world. A new reality mav be defined
by preparing children differently. 1 astly,
even if we all agree that children will in-
evitably face some disappoiniments and
failure in their adult lives, how best do we
prepare children for such i tate? A strong
argument car. be made for the idea that
the best preparation for fadure in some

-
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areas is a long history of success, feelings of
sclf-worth, ‘and an honest appraisal of
one’s skills and abilities.

Schools did not invent comoetition;
neither can they be the ‘death of it
Teachers, however, can plav a prominent
role in teaching children to interact in dife
ferent, more productive ways. As our
schools mirror the wide diversity in our so-
ciety, teachers will nieced to look closely at
the role of schools in teaching children
new patterns of interaction and acceptance
ot differences. »

Note

1. T wish to express my appreciation to the
many students who cooperated in playing
and creating cooperative games. Special
thanks to Diane Tiffany and Carin Ost for
Cooperative Concentration and Cooperative
Dominoes.
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